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CURRENT TOPICS. 
A mxettne of the Rule Committee of Judges was fixed to be 
held on Friday, the 5th inst., at 3.30; it is presumed with a 
view to the further consideration of the new rules of procedure. 





Tue contest for the vacant seats in the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society has resulted in the election of Mr. Tomas 
Rawte (Roweliffes, Rawle, & Co.), Mr. Wru1am Francis Fiap- 
GATE (Fladgates), and Mr. Francis Kerripez Munton (Munton 


& Morris). 





REFERRING To the Order of Transfer which we printed last 
week, we are authoritatively informed that two, at least, of the 
cases in the schedule to that order were improperly included ; 
and that these cases—viz., Lindon v. The Cleator Glebe Mining 
Co. and Cook v. Wye Valley Railway Co.—will be re-transferred 
to their respective judges. 


Ir 1s ANNouncED that a Divisional Court will sit on each of the 
five days of next week which remain of the present sittings; on 
Monday and Tuesday for the hearing of ex parte motions on the 
Crown side and the Crown paper, and on Wednesday, Thursday, 
and Friday for the hearing of ¢x parte motions on the civil side. 
No court for the hearing of Visi Prius cases will sit after Friday, 
the Sth inst., except for the hearing of any case which may have 
been put into that day’s list. 





THE HEARING of new trial cases in the Court of Appeal has 
ceased as to both divisions of the court so far as concerns the 
resent sittings, and final appeals from the Queen’s Bench 
Division in Court No. 1, and from the Chancery Division in 
Court No. 2, will occupy the remainder of the sittings, with the 
exception in Court No. 2 of interlocutory appeals on Wednesday. 





THE ORDER we referred to last week as in course of pre - 
tion appointing Lord Justice A. L. Surrm to take charge of the 
work of Mr. Justice Vavenan Witu1ams while the latter judge 
is absent on circuit will be found in another column. It will 
be seen that the order is dated the 26th July, the fact being 
that, after it had been prepared, it was found necessary to ante- 
date it two days, the Lord Justice having acted on the order on 
that date. Any case undisposed of will, without further order, 
go back to Mr. Justice Vavenan WILLIAMs on his return. 





Tue cass of Lord Henry Bruce v. The Marquis of Ailesbury, in 
the House of Lords, presents some incidental points of historical 
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interest quite apart from the general merits of the litigation. 
It is, we believe, the first occasion on which an appeal to the 
House of Lords has been argued during a dissolution of 
Parliament. The power for the Lords of Appeal to sit during 
a dissolution under the authority of the Queen’s sign manual, 
was granted by the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876, s.9; but 
it appears to have remained in abeyance. We have no recollec- 
tion of such a sitting during the dissolutions of 1880, 1885, 
1886. In the present year the Lords of Appeal have sat several 
times to deliver judgments in cases argued before, but this was 
the only case in which the argument was heard during the dis- 
solution. Parliament having re-assembled, no other case can now 
be so heard. There was a second innovation, which was signalized 
by the appearance of Lord Hoxsnovse as a Lord of Appeal. 
Under the Act of 1876 he could not have made one of a 
quorum of the Lords of Appeal ; for, though a peer, he neither 
is, nor has been, a Lord Chancellor, nor a Lord of Appeal in 
Ordinary, nor a paid judge of the Judicial Committee, nor a 
judge of the superier courts of Great Britain or Ireland. But 

y the Act of 1887, s. 5, the definition of “high judicial 
office,” which qualifies peers to sit as Lords of Appeal, was 
altered so as to include an unpaid member of the Judicial Com- 
mittee. It is, no doubt, under this section that Lord Hosyovuse 
took his seat, and not out of any desire to emulate Lord 
Denman in the contention that any peer has a right to sit and 
vote on ap . Thirdly, this was one of the rare cases in 
which the Lords acceded to a special petition to advance the 
hearing and give it priority over other appeals, on the ground 
of the urgency of a final decision. The case will be a memor- 
able proceeding in more ways than one. 





THE IMPORTANT question as to whether an order can be made 
in the winding up of a company for the public examination of a 
promoter or director or other officer of such company on the er 
parte application of the official receiver, has now been decided in 
the affirmative by the Court of Appeal in the cases of Re The 
Trust and Investment Corporation of South Africa (Limited) and 
Re The Bertam Linpaard’s Vlei Gold Mining Co. (Limited) (re- 
ported elsewhere). It may be remembered that this question, 
among others, arose in the case of Re Great Kruger Gold Mining 

Co., Ex parte Barnard (No. 2) (reported ante, p. 645, and 40 
W. R. 625), but was expressly left undecided. In the case last 
referred to the Court of Appeal is reported to have held that, 
whether such an order could be made ez parte or not, the judge 
had no jurisdiction to make such order unless it appeared in the 
report of the official receiver that fraud had been committed in 
the promotion or formation of the company by the person 
i whom the order was sought, and that a mere oral 
intimation by the official receiver to the judge that such person 
was a promoter was not sufficient. Upon this decision we took 
occasion to congratulate company promoters upon having some 
small measure of protection accorded to them (ante, p. 641). It 
now appears that the learned Lords Justices did not intend to 
hold (as they were reported to have held) “that there should be 
& written report upon the responsibility of the official receiver 
that, in his opinion, some fraud had been committed by the person 
to be examined” ( per Lixvixry, L.J., 40 W. R., p. 627; see also 
the latter part of the judgment of A. L. Suiru, Es. at p. 629) ; 
they have now explained that if they did use the words in 
italics they did not mean them, but that what they meant was 
that the written report must state (a) that fraud has been com- 
mitted in the promotion or formation of the company, and (6) 
that the person against whom an order for public examination is 
sought taken part in the promotion or formation of the 
company, but that it is not necessary to state that such person 
has committed fraud in the promotion or formation of the 
company. With regard to the report ante, p. 645, we may be 
=— to say that the words in question were actually taken 
the shorthand notes of the judgments; that Lord Justice 
Laxspizx im the recent case admitted that the words were 
attributed to him in the shorthand notes; and that the learned 
Queen’s Counsel who acted for Bauwann, and who obtained the 


- 


discharge of 2 second order for public examination, based on a 


tal report, on the very ground that the report did not 
any against Gauxsuv, publicly stated in court, as 





amicus curia at the hearing of the later cases, that his view of 
the decision in Re Great Kruger accorded with that of our 
reporter. 





THE DECISION must now, however, be considered as modi- 
fied to the extent which we have above indicated, with the 
addition that the order may be made ex parte, but that 
any person against whom the order is made may apply 
to discharge such order on the ground that he has not 
in fact taken any part in the promotion or formation of the 
company. The practical difference to the alleged promoter 
created by this modification is, perhaps, of slight importance, 
but it is, at any rate, a ncbalaatel difference. It appears that, 
although an official receiver need not in his written report 
allege fraud against a particular person, he may do that which 
is tantamount to it—he may allege that fraud has been com- 
mitted in a certain transaction, and that a certain person took 
part in that transaction, and upon these allegations the judge 
may, on the ex parte application of the official receiver, order such 
person to be publicly examined. In other words, he may in- 
sinuate an allegation of fraud but need not directly allege it. 
This seems to deprive such persons of some protection against 
groundless suspicions, and reduces the weight of responsibility 
which might otherwise be felt by the official receiver to a 
minimum. The principle which is thus introduced is at any 
rate opposed, not only to our general notions of fair play, but 
to the universal rule of procedure in private litigation, that 
fraud must be distinctly alleged and proved and not left to be 
inferred. It is difficult to see why such a principle does not 
apply with equal, if not indeed with greater, force to the re- 
sponsible statements of a public official. It must not be for- 
gotten that the Court of Appeal, rightly or wrongly, have 
treated section 8 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, as 
a penal section, and there are certainly indications of the inten- 
tion of the Legislature in that direction. Thus, in sub-section 
(7), “The person examined shall at his own cost be fur- 
nished with a copy of the official receiver’s report.’ In other 
words he has to buy the indictment, or rather the insinuated in- 
dictment, which is made against him! ‘Provided always that 
if such person is, in the opinion of the court, exculpated from 
any charges made or suggested against him” the court may allow 
him costs. This language certainly seems more appropriate to 
proceedings taken by the public prosecutor than by a Board of 
Trade official, except that in a criminal process the accused is 
regarded as innocent until he be proved guilty. We should 
imagine that the persons who were most instrumental in adding 
this Act to our Statute Book must have felt very keenly 
the disastrous results of fraudulent companies, but, without 
wishing to palliate the dishonesty of many promoters and 
directors, even the dishonest should have a fair trial, and we see 
no justification for converting winding-up proceedings into a 
species of Spanish Inquisition or Star Chamber. 





Tue scuEeMe of legal education adopted at Liverpool, which 
is fully explained in the memorandum we print elsewhere, is of 
special interest at the present time, when the subject is under 
the anxious consideration of the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society. We rather fancy that in one respect the shrewd 
promoters have hit upon an effectual mode of solving the diffi- 
zulty which has so much perplexed the London council—viz., 
getting articled clerks to attend lectures and classes. They 
have taken the Liverpool Law Students’ Association into consul- 
tation, and have given them the right to nominate representatives 
on the Board of Legal Studies. It may be supposed that the 
articled clerks are naturally interested in, and eager for the suc- 
cess of, a scheme in the management of which they have an 
important part. They have established for themselves courses of 
lectures on Stephen’s Commentaries, with a view to the interme- 
diate examination, and these lectures are self-supporting, with the 
exception of a small grant from the Law Students’ Association. * 
The more advanced education is undertaken by the Board of 
Legal Studies, who have now arranged for the establishment of 
lecturos and classes at University College, Liverpool, to be 
managed by the law faculty in conjunction with representatives 
of the Liverpool Law Society and of the Liverpool Law Students’ 
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Association ; the object being, not only to prepare for the 
Final Examination, but also for the LL.B. sitlaiddene of the 
London and Victoria Universities. There are to be in each 
year three “practical courses” of lectures and classes on 
branches of (1) Real and Personal Property and Conveyancing, 
(2) Common Law and Procedure in the Queen’s Bench Division, 
and (3) Equity and Procedure in the Chancery Division ; and, 
in addition, lectures and classes on Jurisprudence, Roman Law, 
International Law, and Constitutional Law. The funds for 
working the scheme are provided by the grant of £150 by the 
Incorporated Law Society; of £100 by the University College ; 
subscriptions to the amount of £300; a small grant by the 
Liverpool Law Students’ Association ; and the fees for lectures, 
which are estimated at only £50 per annum. This latter sum 
would seem to mean that the fees must be intended to be 
merely nominal. We shall watch with great interest the result 
of the scheme. The support given by the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society to the movement for the foundation 
of the Gresham University indicates that some similar scheme was 
then in contemplation. But it has to be remembered that there 
are at least two serious difficulties to be met in London, which 
probably do not exist in Liverpool—at all events, to the same 
extent. The first is the practical monopoly of the “coaches,” 
and the next is the difficulty in getting solicitors to encourage or 
even allow their articled clerks to absent themselves from the 
office to attend lectures. A solicitor naturally and reasonably 
considers that his clerk is articled to learn the practical part of 
his profession, and it would dislocate the arrangements of the 
office if he were to go off day after day during two college 
terms to attend lectures. The present arrangement, under which 
the articled clerk absents himself, wholly or partially, for six 
weeks, or even three months, towards the end of his articles to 
read with a ‘‘coach” for the Final Examination, is more con- 
venient. Possibly the Liverpool solicitors take a different view 
of the matter, and no doubt they are more keenly interested in 
legal education than the majority of their London brethren. 





Tux Court or Appzat have held, as might have been expected, 
that, when persons pay over money in furtherance of a plan for 
“rigging the market,” they cannot recover if it turns out that it 
has been misapplied. The matter is too much tainted with 
illegality for a court of law to interfere. In Scott v. Brown, 
Doering, M‘Nab, § Co. (reported elsewhere), the plaintiff had paid 
the defendants £632 for the purpose of purchasing at a fictitious 
premium shares in a company which was about to be brought 
out, the sole object being that the public might thereby be 
induced to believe that the shares of the company were at a real 
premium. It was ~~ that the defendants, instead of 
purchasing fresh shares, had simply passed over to the plaintiff 
shares which they themselves held, and the plaintiff sued for the 
return of the money. At the trial before Wnricur, J., the 
defendants did not plead the illegality of the transaction, but 
the plaintiff was nonsuited, on the ground that there was no 
evidence to go to the jury. However, upon an application for 
a new trial being mh to the Court of Appeal, the court itself 
took the objection, and held that it was fatal to the plaintiff's 
right to recover. There is, indeed, ample authority for saying 
that an agreement by false or fictitious means to raise the price 
of any vendible commodity is an indictable conspiracy ; and so it 
was held in Zhe King v. De Berenger (3 M. & 8. 67), where there 
was a conspiracy by false rumours to raise the price of the 

ublic funds. ‘The p e itself,” said Lord E:Lennorover, 

J., ‘is mischievous; it strikes at the price of a vendible 
commodity in the market, and if it gives it a fictitious price by 
means of false rumours, it is a fraud levelled against all the 
public, for it is against all such as may possibly have anything 
to do with the funds on that particular pi And the same prin- 
ciple was applied in Zhe Queen v. Aspinall (2 Q. B, D. 48), oat 
certain persons were ch with having conspired to deceive the 
committee of the Stock Exchange, and so get a quotation for the 
shares of a company when the rules of the Stock Exchange had 
not been complied with. And the agreement being thus illegal, 
if any authority is required to shew that _ paid under it 
could not be ov dhdone it is to be found in Begdie v. Phosphate 
Sewage Co, (L. R. 10 Q. B, 491), The defendants in that case had 
& process for the utilization of sewage for which a patent had been 





taken out in England. The plaintiff paid the defendants £15,000 
for the exclusive right to use the patent in Berlin. No patent 
had been taken out for that city, and the plaintiff knew, although 
the defendants did not, that none could be taken out, but his 
intention was to form a company and to induce persons to sub- 
scribe for shares in the belief that by purchasing his rights the 
company would acquire the exclusive right to use the process in 
Berlin. Subsequently he sued the defendants to recover the 
£15,000, but it was held that as he had been contemplating a 
fraud on the shareholders of the company when he paid the 
money the court would not interfere. It is the same, of course, 
whenever an arrangement is made for giving to shares a fictitious 
value, and, however common such ents may be, they 
are clearly illegal, and expose the parties concerned to criminal 
proceedings. 


Tue JupGMENT of the Privy Council in the Canadian case of 
Smart v. Smart, though, by reason of recent legislation, it is of 
less importance in this country, is interesting as shewing that 
the common law with to a father’s rights over his chil- 
dren is still considered capable of development. The chan 
however, is not one of principle so much as in respect of 
nature of the misconduct which will disentitle him to exercise 
his ordinary rights. When the child is actually in the father’s 
custody it seems to be the better opinion that at common law 
there is no means of taking it away from him (see per Tatrovrn, 
J., in Re Hakewill, 12 C. B. 223), but when the father is 
attempting to recover possession of the child, the courts have 
always exercised a discretion, and have refused to assist him if 
by reason of gross immorality he is unfit to have the custody. 
Talfourd’s Act (2 & 3 Vict. c. 54), however, constituted a serious 
inroad on the father’s common law rights, and erabled the 
mother on petition to obtain the custody of children under 
seven years of age, a limit which by 36 Vict. c. 12 was extended 
to sixteen years of age. Moreover, it was soon perceived that 
this change affected the father’s rights, too, as to children over 
the prescribed age, for when it had once been determined that 
young children ought to be given into the custody of the 
mother, there was the disadvan if the rest were left with 
the father, of separating the children from each other. As was 
said by Lord Corrennaw, C., in Warde v. Warde (2 Ph., at p. 791): 
‘When | am compelled to take one child from its father I must 
not accompany that measure with the great evil and danger to 
the children of separating one portion of the family from the 
other, separating them not in fact only, but in feeling; for if 
one child were to be brought up by the father and the other by 
the mother, that very circumstance would create factions in the 
family, which it is the bounden duty of the court as far as 
possible to guard against.” But these direct and indirect en- 
croachments on the father’s common law rights have made it 
easy to render those rights in themselves more subject to 
judicial control, and the Privy Council point out that conduct, 
and in particular drunkenness, which at the beginning of the 
century would not have been sufficient to justify in 
with the father, may now induce the court to deprive him of his 
children. In the case in question the children were in the 
custody of the mother, and there was no doubt therefore as to 
the power of the court, if it thought proper, to refuse to hand 
them back to the father; and there were other circumstances 
besides the father’s intemperance to justify such a course. But 
the decision shews that, should necessity arise, the common law 
is to be ed as accommodating itself in such matters to the 
stricter notions of the present day. 











Sir Henry Jenkyns, the chief parliamentary draftsman, says the S. 
James's Gazette, is evidently looking forward to hard work under the new 
Government. He has applied to Mr. David Plunket for accommodation 
in the House of Commons, and no doubt his claim for consideration is 
undeniable. The draftsman is all things to all ministers; bat in a Bill 
like the forthcoming Home Rule Bill he must be always on the spot in 
debate, and, in the intervals, Sir Heary J and his assistant, Mr. 
Ibert, are liable to be called upon by any Minister who has a depart- 
— = as ane Re there is no more ep +e vader oe 

own than that of the parliamentary draftamen, much responsi 
lies upon their shoulders. They have to play the part of adreostes daiek 
at all times, and yet carry out as best they can the mandates of the 
ee in power. They certainly deserve a room to themselves at 
© House, ; 
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THE BISHOP OF LINCOLN’S CASE. 


Tue judgment of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
in the Bishop of Lincoln’s case is a very interesting example of 
the manner in which law is manufactured in matters ecclesias- 
tical, and it offers no little encouragement to those who are in- 
terested in litigation of this kind. In other departments of law 
point after point is settled, and, whether the settlement makes 
for justice or not, people have to be content with it until the 
Legislature can be got to interfere. But in the law of the 
church—although this is the public law of England as much as 
the law of trusts or of bills of exchange—there is no finality, and 
any person who thinks he has “fresh light” to throw upon 
previous decisions, and who can put enough money into the 
matter, may, with fair prospect of success, re-open any question, 
however much it may appear to have been settled. 

The matters at issue in this particular case do not, of course, 
concern us here, save in so far as they have already been adjudi- 
cated upon, and in this respect only shall we refer to them. 
They are four in number: the singing of the Agnus, the use of 
the mixed chalice, the position of the minister at the ‘‘ north 
side” of the Communion table, and the use of lighted candles. 
The singing of the Agnus, however, we may dismiss at once. 
This was declared to be unlawful, indeed, in the second suit of 
Martin y. Mackonochie (L. R. 4 A. & E. 279), but that was a judg- 
ment of the Court of Arches only, and there is no reason, there- 
fore, why the contrary should not now be held by the Privy 
Council. But as to each of the other matters the present judgment 
deserves attention. In Hebbert vy. Purchas (L. R.3 P. C. 605) 
the Privy Council decided that the use of the mixed chalice was 
unlawful; in the same case, and also in Ridsdale y. Clifton 
(2 P. D. 276), they decided that, when the priest was directed to 
stand at the north side of the table, he was bound to stand at the 
north side so as to look south, although the side at which he was 
thus to stand might more properly be called an end than a side; 
and in the first suit of Martin v. Mackonochie (L. R. 2 P. C. 365) 
they held that the use of lighted candles, when not required for 
the p of giving light, was illegal. The result of the 
present judgment is that the Privy Council have directly over- 
ruled Hebbert vy. Purchas as to the use of the mixed chalice; 
they have discovered that the opinions expressed as to the mean- 
ing of “ north side” in that case and in Pidsdale vy. Clifton were 
obiter dicta, and have dissented from them ; and they have only 
avoided a fresh discussion of the use of lighted candles by a not 
very creditable quibble. 


The most important matter is the doctrine of “ fresh light,”’ | 
by which it becomes possible thus to set everything at large | 


again. This was first stated by Lord Cairns, C., in delivering 
the judgment of the Privy Council in Ridsdale v. Clifton, and 
was expressed by him in the following terms (2 P. D., at 
p- 306) :—“In the case of decisions of final courts of appeal 
on questions of law affecting civil rights, especially rights of 
property, there are strong reasons for holding the decisions, as a 
general rule, to be final as to third parties. The law as to 
rights of property in this country is to a great extent based 
upon and formed by such decisions. When once arrived at, 
these decisions become elements in the composition of the law, 
and the dealings of mankind are based upon a reliance on such 
decisions. Even as to such decisions it would be difficult to say 
that they were, as to third parties, under all circumstances and 
in all cases absolutely final ; but they certainly ought not to be re- 
opened without the very greatest hesitation. . . . On the other 
hand, there are not in cases of this description | that is, as to the 
interpretation of rules binding on clergymen) any rights to the 
possession of property which can be supposed t» have arisen by 
the course of previous decisions; and in proceedings which may 
come to assume a2 penal form, a tribunal, even of last resort, 
ought to be slow to exclude any fresh light which may be 
Lar to bear upon the subject. . . . These considerations have 


lordships to the conclusion that, although very great 
weight ought to be given to the decision in Libbert v. Purchas, 
ya they ought in the present case to hold themselves at liberty 
to examine the reasons upon which that decision was arrived at, 
and if they should find themselves forced to dissent from those 
reasons, to decide upon their own view of the law.” 

In Hebert v. Purchas it had been decided, a» already stated, 


| 


that, when the Communion table was placed altarwise, the north 
end was to be treated as the north side, and there the minister 
was to stand during the whole service, including the prayer of 
consecration. But, upon the above principle, the Privy Council 
reviewed this decision in Ridsdale v. Clifton, and, though they 
did not quarrel with the construction of ‘north side” where 
this position was expressly enjoined, they held that the minister 
might leave it during the prayer of consecration and use the 
eastward position, ae he did not thereby prevent the 
people from seeing the ‘‘ manual acts.” It is hardly fair, per- 
haps, for the Judicial Committee now to say that, since in both 
cases it was only the position during the prayer of consecration 
that was in question, and since it was ultimately decided that 
this need not be at the “ north side,”’ therefore the interpretation 
given to that expression was a mere obiter dictum. In Hebbert 
v. Purchas it was regarded as necessary for the decision of the 
matter before the Committee, and a formal decision was given 
upon it. 

» 2 effect, then, the Judicial Committee, acting upon the doc- 
trine of “ fresh light,” have overruled in two points one of their 
own previous decisions, and have sanctioned the use of the 
mixed chalice and the adoption of an eastward position during 
the earlier part of the Communion service. 

In so acting they have, of course, done no more than had 
already been done in Ridsdale v. Clifton, but this open adoption 
of a principle so opposed to a main point of public policy—the 
finality of litigation—naturally invites criticism. It is admitted 
that the law of property cannot be thus unsettled, and that in 
general it is undesirable to upset the ecclesiastical law. But 
ecclesiastical suits, it is said, may have penal consequences, and, 
lest a clergyman should be put to the inconvenience of having 
to obey the law as settled by the final court of appeal, instead of 
being allowed to follow his own view of the law as it ought to be 
settled, the Privy Council are perpetually to be reconsidering their 
own decisions in order to find out if perchance the clergyman 
after all is not right. Is it not, however, a little odd to speak 
of the law of property as having uo penal consequences? Plenty 
of decisions upon the distribution of property have been known 
to be in the abstract most unjust. What, then, if the persons 
who were morally entitled to the property had refused to be 
bound by them, and had either declined to give up the property 
or forcibly possessed themselves of it? Would no penal conse- 
quences be involved? The matter only requires a moment's 
consideration for its absurdity to be apparent. 

Again, the Privy Council seem to overlook altogether the 
object of the Act of Uniformity, which, as pointed out by them- 
selves in Martin v. Mackonochie (2 P. C., at p. 383), is to produce 
‘“‘an universal agreement in the public worship of Almighty 
God’ ; and this, not only in matters of importance, but, as it 
was there decided, in all matters important and trivial as to 
which any direction is given. Having regard to the well-known 
fact that the Prayer Book was in many respects simply a com- 
promise between contending parties, it is impossible to regard 
the rules for its use as otherwise than conventional, and uni- 
formity is better secured by adhering to their settled interpreta- 
tion than by undertaking the quite unnecessary task of ascer- 
taining whether some other interpretation might not properly 
have been given. The Privy Council lay it down as a rule 
founded in right reason that the law of property must not be 
disturbed. But the same principle follows from the words of 
the Legislature itself in matters of church worship. The one 
thing to be aimed at in the use of the Prayer Book, so says the 
statute, is uniformity, and how is this to be attained when no 
clergyman can be sure that the Privy Council will not contradict 
to-morrow what they have said to-day ? 

It might be different if the ‘‘ fresh light” by which the Privy 
Council are guided consisted of new reliable information, shew- 
ing that the previous decisions had been given on erroneous 
materials. But for the present judgment the wealth of learning 
shewn by the archbishop has been useless. In both the points 
in which the Privy Council have overruled J/ebbert v. Purchas it 
is not that they rely upon any further information, but simply 
that the reasoning of their predecessors does not commend itself 
to them, There in no reason in the world, therefore, why, on 
the next occasion, Webhert vy. Purchas should not be restored. 

It seems, indeed, that, alike in the law of property and in the 
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law of the church, uniformity is the one thing that is required, 
in the former case on obvious grounds of convenience, and in 
the latter case by express enactment, and in neither branch of 
law can there be any real uniformity while final courts of appeal 
undertake to review the reasoning on which previous judgments 
are founded. Of course, the fact is that the Privy Council 
recognize that uniformity is no —— either possible or desir- 
able, but, sitting as a mere court of law, they are not entitled to 
take such matters into consideration. 

There remains the question of the lighted candles, and hera 
the archbishop had provided plenty of fresh material had the 
Judicial Committee chosen to avail themselves of it. In par- 
ticular the archbishop in his judgment quoted two cases at 
Durham in 1628 and 1629 respectively in which indictments for 
using lights were dismissed (Read v. Bishop of Inncoln, 1891, P., 
at p. 83), and hence he argued that the use was not contrary to the 
Act of Uniformity or any statute. To this the Lord Chancellor 
referred, and pointed out that these judgments might have 
furnished new materials had it been necessary to discuss the 
question. But what would his lordship say if in any other 
matter it was proposed to upset a judgment of a final court of 
appeal by reference to decisions at the assizes two hundred and 

ty years ago? Sume person, however, had hit upon the 
school-boy excuse that the bishop did not light the candles him- 
self, but only conducted the service while they were alight, and 
hence a decision was avoided. If the Privy Council pay so 
little respect to the judgments of their predecessors, it is not sur- 
prising perhaps that they think it compatible with their own 

ignity to treat in this manner a question formally brought 
before them for decision. But the result is curious. The Privy 
Council have declared in Martin v. Mackonochie that the use of 
lighted candles is illegal. By this decision the Archbishop of 
Canterbury, sitting as a judge of first instance, was clearly 
bound, but yet he refused to recognize the obligation, and, 
after admitting vast quantities of fresh information in the shape 
of pictures and so forth, declared the use legal. What, then, is 
the present law? ‘Technically of course Martin v. Mackonochie 
stands, and the candles are illegal, but the Privy Council utter no 
word of disapproval of the course taken by the bishop. There 
is thus a distinct invitation to Ritualistic clergymen to break the 
law, and to trust to the good offices of the Privy Council to 
alter the law in due time lest haply it should have for them 
penal consequences. 

As we said at the beginning, the case is a curious example of 
the manner in which ecclesiastical law is made, and there it may 
be left. At the same time it is not possible to separate entirely 
one kind of law from another, and, so long as the law of the 
church is merely part of the public law of the land, any laxity 
= dealing with it tends to loosen the foundations on which all 

Ww rests. 








REVIEWS. 
INTERNATIONAL LAW. 


LEADING CASES AND OPINIONS ON INTERNATIONAL Law, COLLECTED 
AND DIGESTED FROM ENGLISH AND ForREIGN REPORTS, OFFICIAL 
DocuMENTS, PARLIAMENTARY PAPERS, AND OTHER SouRCES. WITH 
Nores AND EXCURSUS, CONTAINING THE VIEWS OF THE TEXT- 
WRITERS ON THE TOPICS REFERRED T0, TOGETHER WITH 
SUPPLEMENTARY CASES, TREATISE, AND STATUTES. By Prrr 
Consett, M.A., D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law, Professor of Law in the 
University of Sydney. Szconp Eprrion, Stevens & Haynes. 


In this very useful volume, which we are glad to see has reached a 
second edition, Professor Cobbett has collected the leading cases on 
ublic international law which have either been judicially decided or 
ve been the subject of public or official discussion. The sources 
from which he has taken his materials are numerous and varied. He 
has, of course, drawn very largely from the English and American 
reports, and extensive uso has been made of the opinions of the law 
officers of the United States. But he has also incorporated decisions 
of the courts of other countries, and has laid Hansard and other 
official and historical documents under contribution. In a field where 
law is necessarily deprived of its chief characteristic, the sanction of 
supreme power, it is obvious that the public discussion of a case, or 
its settlement by diplomatic representation, may have as important 
uences in tling the ciples to be followed as the 


conseq 
decision of a municipal court. The subject does not admit of any very 
exact arrangement, but perhaps Professor Cobbett has done all that 





is conveniently possible by dividing it into three parts, dealing 
respectively with peace, war, and neutrality, and in each part 
further sub-divisions are introduced. The cases themselves are 
stated with clearness and brevity, and to each is added a note 
inting out the principles of law which the case illustrates. 
neidentally the reader will find some curious instances of 
the favour with which sovereigns are treated. In the case of 
Queen Christina of Sweden (p. 78), that lady, although she had 
abdicated her throne, was royal honours on a visit to France, 
and was accordingly held to be entitled to put her chamberlain to 
death on suspicion of treason. But this was in 1657, and Professor 
Cobbett very naturally doubts whether the authorities of the present 
day would be so complaisant. ‘A foreign sovereign, although 
exempt from the local jurisdiction, would not be warranted in 
exercising a criminal jurisdiction over other ms.” At the same 
time, as the author further points out, even if the foreign sovereign 
did so, it does not appear that there would be any remedy beyond 
protest and expulsion. Soin Vavrasseur v. Krupp (p. 86) the Mikado 
of Japan was held not to be bound by the ordinary rules of property, 
and was allowed to take away from this country shells alleged to 
have been made in infri ent of a patent. A stronger case, 
though one which rests on a different ground, is The Exchange v. 
McFaddon (p. 53), where in 1810 the Emperor Napoleon captured a 
ship, the private property of American citizens, and turned it into a 
man-of-war. Subsequently, the ship put into the port of Philadelphia, 
and her owners took proceedings to recover her. But the American 
courts held that as a public vessel she was now exempt from jurisdic- 
tion, and the origi wro 1 seizure of her made no difference. 
The different cases dealt with in the Alabama Arbitration, together 
with the award, are given at pp. 269-286. The book concludes with 
an appendix containing an account of various international disputes, 
such as the British American Fisheries Question, the Behring Sea 
controversy, and the Newfoundland Fisheries Question. As a com- 
panion to the ordinary text-books on international law it will be 
found to be very valuable. ‘ 





EMPLOYERS AND EMPLOYED. 


HANDBOOK FOR EMPLOYERS AND EMPLOYED. By ALMARIC RUMSEY, 
Barrister-at-Law. Swan Sonnenschein & Co. 


A TREATISE UPON THE EMPLoYErs’ Lianinrry Act oF NEw SovurH 
WALES; AND A COMMENTARY UPON THE CORRESPONDING STATUTES 
oF ENGLAND AND Victoria. By C. J. WADE, Barrister-at-Law. 
Sydney: C. F. Maxwell. 


These volumes may conveniently be considered together. Mr. 
Rumsey’s aim is to deal with the law of employers’ liability at once 
in a popular form and with sufficient scientific ision and detail to 
make his work serviceable to the legal profession. In spite of the 
notorious difficulty of the task, it must be said that he has attained 
a fair measure of success in grappling with it. The book consists of 
two parts. Part I. treats of domestic servants and servants generally 
—the distinction between these two classes, which is of some juridical 
importance, being pointed out and well preserved. The chapters on 
‘«« A Servant’s Character” and ‘‘ Legacies to Servants” are particu- 
larly good. Part II. deals with ‘* Modern Labour Legislation,” and 
has for its subject the Acts relating to employers and workmen 
generally—e.g., the Arbitration, Truck, Factory, Trade Union, and 
Employers’ Liability Acts. The leading cases are fully set out. The 
index is admirable. In a word, Mr. Rumsey’s treatise will be valu- 
able to laymen as an exposition of the law, and to lawyers as a 
method of inquiry. 

Mr. Wade's object is a different one. He discusses the Australian, 
and to some extent the English, law of employers’ liability, with 
special reference to the doctrine of Volenti non At injuria, We have 
nowhere met with an account of the history of this doctrine more 
complete and succinct than that with which Mr. Wade provides his 
readers. The points of resemblance and difference between the 
colonial and Imperial Acts are clearly stated. In view of its intrinsic 
merit and of the extrinsic interest which its derives from the page| 
amendment of our own law of employers’ liability, we give it a 
of hearty commendation. 


THE LAW OF COMPENSATION, 

A TREATISE OF THE Prrvcipiss oF THE LAW or COMPENSATION, 
By C. A. Crrprs, Q.C., M.A., B.C.L. Tarp Eprriox. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 

According to Mr, Cripps’ own definition, his work deals with the 
law which provides for protection of private interests, where it 
is required to appropriate lands for public purposes; and this, of 
course, is equivalent to saying that it is a treatise on the Lands 
Clauses Acts, The objects at which the author has aimed are, he tells 
us, clearness in ex jon and a logi 


and his suocess in a t 
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to be extended also to the present. The latest cases appear to have 
been carefully incorporated, and among recent statutes to which 
reference is made is included the Small Holdings Act of the present 
year (p. 330). The body of the book is followed by a series of pre- 
cedents for use in the acquisition of land under the Lands Clauses 
Acts and the assessment of compensation, and the Acts themselves, 
together with part of the Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1890. 
are given in the appendix. The table of cases, with dates and 
references to all the contemporaneous sets of reports, and a full index, 
complete the utility of the work. Mr. Cripps has the advantage of 
dealing with a subject which is well defined and minutely regulated 
by statute, but it is one of great practical importance, and fully 
deserves the careful treatment which he has bestowed upon it. 





LAND AS AN INVESTMENT. 


Lanp: Irs ATTRACTIONS AND RicHEs. By Firry-SEVEN WRITERS. 
Edited by C. F. Dowserr. The ‘“ Land Roll” Office, 5, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields. 

Under Mr. Dowsett’s superintendence the fifty-seven writers 
have managed to put together a volume of 900 pages, the 
object of which is to demonstrate the eligibility of land as an 
investment. A few chapters are devoted to exposing the risks 
of ordinary company and stock exchange investments, and the 
gentlemen to whom they are due have managed to collect some 
very remarkable figures. According to them twelve breweries 
(p. 239), with an issued capital of £6,430,000, have depreciated 
to the extent of £3,057,500; seventeen commercial companies (p. 
240), with a capital of over eight millions, have depreciated by 
close on seven millions; and so on. On the other hand, chapter 
31 gives the prices at which plots of land were sold in Melbourne 
in 1837, and the enormous increase in value at the present day. Plots 
which cost from £20 to £40 are said to be now worth, with the build- 
ings on them, sums varying from £85,800 to £493,500 (p. 275). 
Of course all this is very impressive, but it is quite wide of the only 

ractical question, what is the actual profit to be got out of land in 

England at the present moment. Doubtless figures on this head 

might be compiled, but this volume does not contain them. Other 

chapters deal with the products of the land and with the legal and 
scientific aspects of the subject, and no doubt contain a good deal 
that is interesting. But persons who really want information on 
matters agricultural will hardly search for it here. One author may 
do something for his readers provided he does not run to 900 pages ; 
two have been known to work together successfully; but fifty-seven 
simply illustrate the old adage about too many cooks. No one can 
complain, however, that the book is not sufficiently comprehensive. 
It finishes with a sermon. 





CHURCH LAW. 

Cuurcn Law: Berne 4 Concise Dictionary o¥ STATUTES, CANONS, 
REGULATIONS, AND DECIDED CASES AFFECTING THE CLERGY AND 
Larry. By Benxsamrs WHITEREAD, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The title of this work sufficiently explains its object. It gives, in 
the form of a dictionary, concise information on the leading branches 
of ecclesiastical law, with references to the authorities from which 
more detailed information may be obtained. The mode in which this 
latter practice is occasionally applied is somewhat peculiar. For 
instance, on page 6, under the head of ‘‘ Advowson,”’ it is stated that 
“it is probable that registration of titles will be compulsory before 

.’ The authority for this statement, given in the footnote, is 
“See Land Transfer Bills.” If we ‘see Land Transfer Bills” we 
find that they ceased to appear after 1589, from which circumstance 
we should hardly suppose that Mr. Whitehead’s conclusion could be 
reasonably derived. Again, at page 65, under the head of ‘‘ Charities,” 
we are told that “the Charity Commissioners have now very great 
powers as to the management of charities,” and the footnote tells the 
reafer, “As to which see Tudor.” Any lawyer would refer to 
Tudor, as recently remodelled, without being told to do so; but what 
can the clergy or the public, for whom the book is also intended, 
understand by “Tudor” ’ There should, at all events, have been a 
list of names of the works referred to prefixed to the volume. The 
book appears to be accurate so far as it goes, and it certainly con- 
denses 2 great deal of law into a small compass. 


PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS. 

Tue Parwiamentsny Execrions Connvurr axp Inuecat Prac TICES 

ACTS, 1854 10 1889. Syconp Epirio~. By C. A. V. Conyuvane, 
Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow Brothers & Layton. 

This work has several distinctive merits, two of which are “ differ- 

ence.” In the first place, Mr. Conybeare gives the history of onnmat 


practices legislation, referring —althvugh nut, in our opinion, with » 





cient frequency or detail—to the informing pages of Hansard. Then he 
has devised a table of offences, punishments, incapacities, and penal- 
ties, which is at once novel and useful. An analysis of the Acts is 
also a noteworthy feature of the volume. Finally, we have a table of 
abbreviations, with dates of reports, a table of cases (the dates of which 
are, unhappily, not given, either in the table or in the text), a collec- 
tion of forms of allegations for election petitions (which Mr. Cony- 
beare, by the way, terms, at p. 445, “election election forms’’), and 
a good index. Apart from these special features, the present edition 
calls for little comment. It is complete, well brought up to date, 
and, so far as we have observed, accurate. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Commentaries on Equity Jurisprudence. By the Hon. Mr. Justice 
Srory, LL.D., sometime one of the Justices of the Supreme Court of 
the United States. Second English Edition. By W. E. Griassy, 
LL.D. (Lond.), B.C.L. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Haynes. 


A Concise Treatise on the Statute Law of the Limitation of Actions, 
With an Appendix of Statutes, References to English, Irish, and 
American Cases and to the French Code, and a very full Index. By 
Henry THomas BANNING, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition, 
Revised and Enlarged. Stevens & Haynes. 


The Law relating to Betting, Time Bargains, and Gaming. By G. 
HERBERT STUTFIELD. Third Edition. By G. Herbert STUTFIELD 
and Henry SrrRoTHER CAUTLEY, Barristers-at-Law. Waterlow & 
Sons (Limited). 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COMPANIES (WINDING-UP) ACT, 1890. 
ORDER OF CouURT. 


Tuesday, the 26th day of July, 1892. 

Whereas, by the Order dated the 26th day of March, 1892, I did 
Order that on and after the 6th day of May, 1892, the jurisdiction of 
the High Court under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, should 
until further Order be exercised by the Honourable Mr. Justice 
Vaughan Williams, sitting and acting for the purpose of the exercise 
of such jurisdiction as an additional Judge of the Chancery Division, 
and that the said Judge should on and after the day aforesaid and 
until further Order be the Judge of the High Court, assigned for the 
purpose of the exercise of that jurisdiction pursuant to the Companics 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, and whereas certain Actions brought against 
Companies, the winding up of which is proceeding before the said 
Judge, have by subsequent Orders been transferred and assigned to 
the said Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams as such additional Judge of 
the Chancery Division, and Whereas the Right Honourable Lord 
Justice A. L. Smith has at my request consented to sit and act as an 
additional Judge of the Chancery Division, for the purpose of 
exercising such jurisdiction as aforesaid and dealing with such 
Actions during the absence on Circuit of the said Mr. Justice 
Vaughan Williams; Now, I, the Right Honourable Hardinge 
Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 
do hereby Order that the several Matters and Causes so assigned or 
to be assigned to the said Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams as such 
additional Judge be transferred and assigned to the said Right 
Honourable Lord Justice A. L. Smith during such absence; And I 
do also Order that such of the said Causes and Matters as remain 
undisposed of on the return of the said Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams 








be re-transferred (without further Order) to the said Mr. Justice 
| Vaughan Williams. And this Order is to be drawn up by the 
| Registrar and set up in the several Offices of the Chancery Division of 
the High Court of Justice. Harspury, C. 


The London Gazette for the 2¢th ult. contains a notice to persons 
intrusted with the payment of annuities, or any dividends or shares of 
annuities payable out of the revenue of any colony or settlement belonging 
to the Crown of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, or out 
of the revenue of any foreign State; annuities, pensions, or other annual 
sums papente out of the funds of any institution in India ; or any interest, 
dividends, or other annual payment, out of, or in respect of, the stocks, 
funds, or shares of any foreign or colonial company, society, adventure, or 
concern, to any persons, corporations, companies, or societies in the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, that the accounts of the 
said annuities, &c., ‘are to be delivered, in writing, into the head office 
for Inland Kevenue, at Somerset House, in the county of Middlesex, 
addressed to the Secretary of the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, 
within the space of one calendar month from the date hereof; and that 
any person who shall neglect or refuse to deliver such avcount is, by the 
said Acts, made subject to the forfeiture of £100, over and above the duty 
chargeable on such annuitics, shares, dividends, or interest,” 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
HESELTINE v. SIMMONS—No. 1, 2nd August. 


But or Sate — Vauinrry—Form 1x ScuepuLE— Untrve Srarement or 
CoNSIDERATION—DEFEASANCE—OConpDITION—BILis or Sate Act, 1882 (45 
& 46 Vict. c. 43) ss. 8, 9. 
Appeal from the judgment of Denman, J., in favour of the plaintiff at 

the trial of the action without a jury. The action was brought by the 

grantor of a bill of sale, given as security for an advance, against the 
grantee to have the bill of sale delivered up to be cancelled, and the 
defendant counter-claimed for the principal money and interest under the 
covenant in the bill of sale. The plaintiff contended that the bill of sale 
was void under section 9 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, as not being in 
accordance with the form in the schedule, upon the grounds (1) that the 
consideration was not truly stated; and (2) that an agreement between 
the parties made at the time of the execution of the bill of sale, that the 
defendant should realize certain other securities in his hands before resort- 
ing to the bill of sale, was a ‘‘term for the defeasance ’’ of the security, 
and ought to have been inserted in the bill of sale. Denman, J., held 
that the bill of sale was absolutely void under section 9 as not being in 
accordance with the form, and gave judgment for the plaintiff upon the 
claim and counter-claim. 

Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Bowen and Kav, L.JJ.), having 
taken time to consider, dismissed the appeal. 


Kay, L.J., delivered the judgment of the court. With reference to the 
first contention, section 8 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, provided that an 
untrue statement of the consideration rendered the bill of sale void in 
respect of the personal chattels comprised therein. The covenant tu pay 
would not be affected by that section. Section 9 avoided a bill of sale 
given by way of security for money, if not made in accordance with the 
form in the schedule. Section 9 dealt with form only. The contention 
of the plaintiff would render section 8 not only useless but also inconsist- 
ent with section 9. There would, on that construction, be two sections, 
the first making the bill of sale partially void, and the second making it 
wholly void for the same reason—that is, the untrue statement of the con- 
sideration. It was suggested that section 8 applied to all bills of sale, 
and that section 9 only applied to bills of sale given by way of security 
for money, and that thus the apparent inconsistency might be reconciled. 
The Act of 1882, however, only applied to bills of sale given by way of 
security for money. Consequently the repeal by section 15 of that Act of 
sections 8 and 20 of the Act of 1878, though in terms absolute, must be 
confined to a repeal of those sections only as to bills of sale given as 
security for money. It followed that section 8 of the Act of 1882 only 
applied to bills of sale given as security for money, and the supposed 
distinction in this respect between sections 8 and 9 did not exist. The 
second contention was that there was a condition agreed upon which was 
not stated in the bill of sale, and that this omission deviated from the 
direction in the form which required the insertion of terms ‘“‘for the 
defeasance of the security.’”’ The omitted term here was not for 
“‘defeasance.’’ It was an agreement by the grantee to exhaust other 
securities given him for the same debt before resorting to this. A security 
was not defeated by payment of the debt. The omission of a ‘‘ condition,”’ 
by section 10, sub-section 3, of the Act of 1878, would render the registra- 
tion of the bill of sale void, and by section 8 of the Act of 1882 the effect 
would be, as regards bills of sale given as security for money, that the 
bill of sale would be void against everyone as to the chattels comprised in 
it. The result was that the covenant in this deed was not invalidated by 
the Bills of Sale Acts, and the judgment would be varied by declaring that 
the bill of sale was void only as regards the personal chattels therein con- 
tained. As, however, the bill of sale was executed upon the express con- 
dition that it should not be made available until the grantee had exhausted 
the other securities, and as those securities had not been exhausted, the 
counter-claim was improper and premature. The appeal must upon this 
ground be dismissed.—CounssL, Carrington and Avory ; Bosanguet, Q.C., 
and Holmes Poulter. Sorscrrons, Leggatt, Rubinstein, § Co. ; IH. 8. Simmons. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. } 


ROGERS v. MADDOCKS—No. 2, 27th July. 


Covenant—Trape—Contract in Restraint or Trapa—Brewsr—WuHo.k- 
SALE Bustness——Rerar. Bustngss—VALiprry—RRAsoNAnLENRESS, 


This was an appeal by the defendant from an order of Stirling, J. The 
question involved was whether a restrictive covenant in an agreement 
between a brewer and his traveller was invalid, as being wider than the 
protection of the ko ong be required, and, particularly, whether a cove- 
nant restraining selling by retail was good when the employer's business 
was merely that of selling wholesale. The plaintiff was a brewer, whose 

usiness consisted exclusively of the wholesale selling of local beer in 
casks of four and a half gallons and fipwards, The defendant had been a 
traveller ia the employment of the plaintiff. By an agreement, dated the 
13th of September, 1890, and made between the plaintiff and the defend- 
ant, it was agreed that the defendant should serve the plaintiff as his clerk 
and traveller and employ himself in such service in procuring orders for 
beer and other malt liquors from the class of customers known in the 
plaintift's business as wholesale purchasing agents only; and (clause 11) 
‘the traveller thereby further agreed that, for the considerations therein 
aforesaid, in the event of the determination of that service from any 


writing of the employer, for a period of two years after such determina- 


tion, directly or indirectly en, or be cencerned or interested in selling 
beer, ale, porter, or other malt liquors, aerated waters, wines, spirits, cor- 
dials, tobacco, or cigars, or in the collection of accounts for the sale 
thereof, within 100 miles of the General Post-Office in Cardiff, whether on 
his own behalf or as a partner with, or agent, traveller, clerk, or servant of, 
any other person, firm, or company.’’ Owing to differences which had 
arisen, and the defendant being no longer in the cana service 
and having entered into the service of another of brewers, 
the plaintiff, on the 6th of May last, commenced the present action 
for an injunction to restrain tne defendant for a period of two 
years from the Ist of April, 1892 (after which date he entered into 
the new service), from being engaged in the sale of beer, ale, porter, or 
other malt liquors within one hundred miles of the General Post Office at 
Cardiff, or from otherwise acting in contravention of the agreement of the 
13th of September, 1890. On the 18th of June, on motion for an injunc- 
tion, Stirling, J., made an order that, until judgment or further order, 
the defendant should be restrained from directly or indirectly engaging, 
or being concerned or interested in, selling beer, ale, porter, or other 
malt liquors, or in the collection of accounts for the sale thereof, within 
the limits stipulated, whether on his own behalf or as a partner with, or 
agent, traveller, clerk, or servant of, any other person, firm, or company ; 
but the order further provided that the defendant was not to be prevented 
from directly or indirectly engaging, or being concerned or interested in, 
selling by retail beer, ale, porter, or other malt liquors, or in collection of 
accounts for the sale thereof, either on his own account or as partner, 
agent, traveller, clerk, or servant of any person, firm, or company é 

in so selling. From that order, except so far as it allowed him to be 
engaged in retail business, the defendant appealed. It was contended for 
the appellant that the restrictive covenant was wider than was necessary 
for the protection of the plaintiff, and was, therefore, invalid; that it 
covered businesses beyond that in which the plaintiff was engaged, which 
was merely a wholesale business ; and that its generality was not to be cut 
down by reference to the fact of the plaintiff being described as a brewer 
and his business as selling beer in casks. It had been agreed that this 
appeal should be treated as the trial of the action. . 


Tue Covert (Lixpiey; Lopes, and A. L. Ssrrxa, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


appeal. 

Linney, L.J., caid the court was asked to decide the true constraction 
of an agreement not to carry on certain business. What did the restrictive 
covenant mean? and was it valid? As his lordship understood Stirling, 
J., he had read it as if it was confined to the wholesale business, but he 
himself was unable to put that construction upon it. It seemed to him to 
contain no ambiguity ; it meant what it said as it stood. Then was it 
valid? It was said to be invalid because it was more extensive than the 
reasonable protection of the employer’s interest required. But was that 
so? His lordship had attended closely to the argument of the appellant's 
counsel, but could not concur in it; he thought it was, on the contrary, a 
highly reasonable protection. As regarded the F a e, it was x 

only to refer to the case of Horner v. Graves (7 Bing. 135), where so 
C.J. (at p. 743), said:—‘‘ The question is whether this is a reasonable 
restraint of trade. And we do not see how a better test can be applied to 
the question, whether reasonable or not, than by considering whe! the 
restraint is such as to afford a fair protection to the interests of the party 
in favour of whom it is given, and not so large as to interfere with the 
interests of the public. Whatever restraint is larger than the necessary 
protection of the party can be of no benefit to either, itcan only be — 
sive ; and if oppressive, it is, in the eye of the law, unreasonable. - 
ever is injurious to the interests of the public is void on the grounds of 
public policy.”” Could the court say that in the present case it was a 
greater restraint than was necessary: Construing it literally it did not 
exceed reasonable limits, and the only plwusibility in the appellant's — 
ment was that, he contended, a wholesale business was one thing a 
retail business another, and that the employer wanted to prevent a man 
from carrying on a business different from that which the employer him- 
self carried on. The injunction as it stood in the form in which Stirling, 
J., had granted it, with the proviso allowing the appellant to sell by 
retail, might appear inconsistent with the principle just enunciated, but 
it was more favourable to the appellant, and might stand. 


Lorxrs, L.J., concurred. The first thing in cases like the present was 
to look at the whole agreement. The businsss of the employer must be 
regarded and the duties of the employ. The construction his lord 
put upon the document was that it was a covenant not to: sell beer, either 
wholesale or retail, within the prescribed time, and within the prescribed 
limits. That was the literal and meaning. Then, was it 
too large, or was it unreasonable? Did it do more than afford a fair 
protection? No better test could be given than that given by Tindal, 
C.J., in Herner ¥. Graves. The court was being led astray by the appel- 
lant’s counsel saying so much about there being two different businesses, 
wholesale selling beer and retail selling beer. The business was that of 
selling beer; there were two modes of selling it, no doubt. It was im- 
possible to say that selling beer, wholesale or retail, would not be a 
competition with the business of the plaintiff, and the covenant was not 
too large. 


A. L. Surrn, L.d., also concurred, though the a Nant’s counsel had 


made the question as difficult to decide as it possibly could be. _ There 
was nothing unreasonable in the covenant.—Counsat, Beodiy, QC, and 
Swinfen Kady ; Graham. Hastings, Q.C., and CAristepher Jawes, Sovicrrors, 
Smiles, Olland, & Yates, for T. 
Press ¢ Inship, Bristol, 


H. Belcher, Cardiff; Themes MAite @ Oo., for 





Cause whatever, the travelloy would not, without the previous consent in 


[Reported by Anraua Lawanrxon, Rarristerat-Law,) 
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BARBER v. MACKRELL—No. 2, Ist August. 


Bru or ExcHancE—RENEWAL—GUARANTEE — VARIATION—DISCHARGE OF 
Surety. 

Appeal from the decision of North, J. (reported 40 W. R. 618). This 
was a claim by the holder of two bills of exchange to prove in a suit for 
the administration of the estate of Mr. W. Mackrell, who died in 1867. 
The firm of Magnay & Co. were, in 1866, the holders of two bills of ex- 
change for £1,048 10s. 5d. and £462 6s. 6d. respectively, and drawn by a 
Mr. Finch on and accepted by the London Quays, &c., Co. The bills had 
since been lost, and it did not appear for what period they had been 
drawn. The holders wrote to Mr. Mackrell on December 22, 1866, as 
follows :—‘‘ Dear Sir,—We have received a very despondent application 
from our friend, Dr. Finch, to renew the bills for £1,048 10s. 5d. and 
£462 6s. 6d., due respectively on the 28th ult. and the 4th proximo. He 
tells us you are quite willing to guarantee their payment, and as it is pro- 
posed that we draw on him solely in exchange for the above + « We 
must ask your confirmation of the assurance.’’ On the 24th of December 
Mackrell wrote :—‘‘ Dear Sirs,—In reply to your letter of the 22nd inst. 
I hereby guarantee the payment by Mr. Finch of two bills you intend to 
renew for his, one for £1,048 10s. 5d. and the other for £462 6s. 6d., due 
respectively the 28th inst. and the 4th proximo.’’ Two bills for three 
months, both dated the 22nd of December, 1866, were drawn by the firm 
upon and accepted by Finch for the respective sums of £1,025 6s. 11d. 
and £485 10s. These bills were not met, and there was no evidence that 
they were ever presented or that notice of dishonour was given to 
Mackrell. In July, 1868, Finch mortgaged certain property to secure the 

yment of £750 together with interest at 5 per cent. interest, the 
balance then due on the bills. The claim in the suit was carried in in 
1867, but the assets had in the first instance been swallowed up by 

ialty creditors, and an unexpected fund had subsequently become 
available, whereupcn the chief clerk had disallowed the claim. There was 
a balance of £510 still due on the bills, and Finch was totally unable to 
pay. The claimant took out a summons to vary the chief clerk’s certifi- 
cate. It was contended on his behalf that the bills were renewals of the old 
bills, and were guarantee1 by Mackrell. For the estate of the deceased it 
was submitted that there had been a material alteration in the liability, 
and that notice of dishonour was necessary. North, J., dismissed the 
summons, on the ground that by a ‘‘renewed’’ bill was meant a bill 
between the same parties for the same amount, for the same period as, 
and commencing from the date of expiration of, the original bill, and that 
there was such a material variation of the liability that Mackrell’s estate 
was released. The claimant appealed. The same arguments were used 
on both sides as in the court below. 

Tue Covrt (Lixpiey, Lorgs, and Surrn, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Lrxpiey, L.J., said the question was as to the meaning of the word 
‘* renewal ’’ in the letters. There was an ambiguity about the word, but 
the parties were the same and the amount was the same, and it was shewn 
by the context that the word was not used in its accurate sense. Mackrell 
was asked to guarantee the payment of the old bills, for which there were 
to be new drafts; he knew that the word ‘‘ renewed ’’ did not mean renewed 
in the proper and technical sense, and intended that the guarantee should 
be for the aggregate amount of the bills. The bills in question were in 
fact given, not by way of renewal, but in substitution for the old ones. It 
did not appear that the firm had made any demand on Finch for payments 
when the bills became due, but the law was as old, at least, as the case of 
Wright v. Simpson (6 Ves. 733), and it was apparent from the recent case 
of Carter v. White (32 W. R. 692, 25 Ch. D. 666), that it was not essential 
for the holders to make a demand for payment on the acceptor, or to give 
notice of dishonour to the surety in order to preserve the rights against 
the latter. It appeared to his lordship that North, J., had put too narrow 
a construction upon the guarantee, and that therefore the appeal must be 
allowed and the claim admitted to proof with costs in the usual way. 

Lorgs and Surru, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Brice, Q.C., and B. B. 
Rogers ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Rk. Whitehead. Soricrrors, Tathams § 
Pym ; Mason & Edwards. 


[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. 
REDDAWAY & CO. -. BENTHAM HEMP SPINNING CO.—No. 2, July 25. 


Trape-Marx —U nrecusterey Trape-Mank —INrRinceEmMENt—INTENTION TO 
Decetve—Damaces—Catceiatep To Decetve —Insunction—Evipence— 
New Tartar. 

This was an application, by way of appeal, by the plaintiffs for a new 
trial or to have judgment entered for them. ‘The action was brought by 
the plaintiffs against the defendants for infringing a ‘‘ common law trade- 

” of the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs had no registered trade-mark. 

Their case was that they were the makers and sellers, and had been for 

some years, of a particular kind of belting known as *‘ Reddaway’s Camel- 

hair Belting,’’ and the defendants had lately made and sold belting which 
they described in their trade circulars as ‘‘ The Bentham Camel-hair Belt- 

The case came on for trial before Cave, J., and a special jury at Manchester, 

The plaintiffs adduced a considerable amount of evidence to the effect 

that the belting made by them was known in the trade as “‘ camel-hair 

belting,”’ and that ‘‘ camel-hair belting ’’ in the trade was their’s and 
nobody else’s. At the end of the plaintiffs’ case it was admitted by their 
counsel that they had no other evidence except of a similar character, and 
that they could not prove that the defendants had ever sold their camel- 
hair belting as the —— camel-hair belting, or that any person had 
bought any camel-hair belting of the defendants under the supposition 
that were buying the plaintiffs’ camel-hair belting. The defendants 
had their belting, not with any mark of the plaintiffs’ upon it, nor, so 
far as appeared, with any mark, but under circulars and price liste as 





ing’’ ; the plaintiffs had brought the action for an injunction and damages. | 





“‘ Bentham’s Camel-hair Belting.” Cave, J., under these circumstances, 
asked the defendants’ counsel whether he would go to the jury or rely 
on the learned judge’s ruling, and, the second alternative being chosen, 
the judge, holding that the plaintiffs could not succeed unless they shewed 
that someone had in fact been deceived, directed a verdict for the defend. 
ants, and the case did not go to a jury at all. From that the plaintiffs 
appealed, contending that, at all events, there was a case to go to the 
jury. On the hearing of the appeal judgment was reserved. Subsequently, 


Tue Court (Linpiey and Lorgs, L.JJ., A. L. Smrrn, L.J., dissenting) 
allowed the appeal. 


Linpizy, L.J., in a written judgment, said: I have come to the 
conclusion that the appellants’ counsel is right. The reasons for my 
opinion are these: The first question is, What does ‘‘ camel-hair belting ”’ 
denote? If it denotes belting made only by the plaintiffs, the defendants 
have no right to sell theirs by the same name unless they take sufficient 
precaution to prevent buyers from being misled. But if the expression, 
**camel-hair belting,’’ denotes a particular kind of belting which any one 
may make, then any one who makes that kind of belting may call it by 
the name by which it is known in the trade. In the case now supposed 
the name will have become publici juris, although it may original not 
have been so. This is pointed out in Singer Manufacturing Co. v. Loog (31 
W. R. 325, 8 App. Cas. 27), and the test for determining whether a word 
which was once a trade-mark has become pubilici juris is given by Mellish, 
L.J., in Ford v. Foster (20 W. R. 818, L. R. 7 Ch. 611), where he said: 
‘*There is no doubt, I think, that a word which was originally a trade- 
mark, to the exclusive use of which a particular trader or his successor in 
trade may have been entitled, may subsequently become publici juris, as 
in the case of Harvey’s sauce. It was admitted that, although that 
originally had been the name of a sauce made by a particular individual, 
it had become pubdlici juris, and that all the world were entitled to call the 
sauce they made ‘‘ Harvey’s sauce ’’ if they pleased. Then what is the test 
by which a decision is to be arrived at whether a word which was 
originally a trade-mark has become publici juris? I think the test must be 
whether the use of it by other persons is still calculated to deceive the 
public, whether it still may have the effect of inducing the public to buy 
goods not made by the original owner of the trade-mark as if they were 
his goods. If the mark has come to be so public and in such universal 
use, that nobody can be deceived by the use of it and can be induced from 
the use of it to believe that he is buying the goods of the original trader, 
it appears to me, however hard to some extent it may appear on the 
trader, yet practically, as the right to a trade-mark is simply a right to 
prevent the trader from being cheated by other person’s goods being sold 
as his goods through the fraudulent use of the trade-mark, the right to 
the trade-mark must be gone.’’ The evidence shews that the belting 
made and sold by the plaintiffs as ‘‘ Reddaway’s camel-hair belting”’ 
is known in the trade as ‘‘ eamel-hair belting,’? and that the word 
** Reddaway’s”’ is often dropped in business. The evidence also shews 
tkat all belting known as ‘‘camel-hair belting’’ is of the plaintiffs’ 
manufacture. The evidence, as it stands, falls short of shewing that 
‘*camel-hair belting ’’ denotes a kind of belting well known in the trade, 
without reference to any particular maker. But this should be left to the 
jury. Primdé facie, the camel-hair belting made by the defendants is 
likely to be mistaken for that made by the plaintiffs, and if this be so, 
the defendants have no right to call their belting ‘‘ camel-hair belting ”’ 
unless they take sufficient care to prevent mistakes. It is true that the 
defendants call their belting ‘‘ Bentham’s,” and that the plaintiffs 
call theirs ‘‘ Reddaway’s.’’ But in commerce these words are soon 
dropped ; ordinary purchasers do not know of them, and, if it be true 
that ‘‘camel-hair belting” denotes belting made by the plaintiffs, 
belting made by the defendants will soon be known by the same short 
name, and may then be easily mistaken for the belting made by the 
plaintiffs. Cave, J., gave judgment for the defendants, on the ground that 
the plaintiffs had not proved any instance in which a purchaser had been 
misled. If this action had been an action for damages only, Cave, J., 
would perhaps have been right. If there had been proof of an intent by the 
defendants to deceive, and a sale with that intent, deception in fact would 
be inferred, and the plaintiffs would have been entitled to judgment, even 
at law, although pot for nominal damages: Rodgers v. Nowill (5 C. B. 
109). Looking at the defendants’ circulars, there was evidence to go to 
the jury of intent to deceive, but the evidence was slight, and a new trial 
ought not to be granted on this ground, if there was nothing else. But 
the learned judge had not present to his mind the equitable doctrine 
established by Lord Cottenham in Millington v. For (3 My. & Or., at 
p. 352), and recognised and acted on by the House of Lords in Johnston v. 
Orr Ewing (7 App. Cas 219). To obtain an injunction in a case like the 
present it is not gy ey ben prove an intention to mislead, nor to prove 
that any one has in fact been misled; all that need be proved is, that the 
defendants’ goods are so marked, made up, or deacribed by him, as to be 
calculated to mislead ordinary purchasers, and to leda hom to mistake 
the defendants’ goods for the goods of the plaintiffs. The fact that no 
proof can be given that any one has been misled will be some evidence to 
shew that no one is likely to be misled. But the absence of such proof 
is by no means conclusive ; much. must depend on the time the de- 
fendants have been carrying on their business in the way complained 
of. I cannot say there was no evidence on which a jury could 
properly find against the defendants on this question of likelihood to 
mislead, if such a question had been left to them. The catch-words are 
**camel-hair belting,’ and, as in the Glenfield starch case (Wotherspoon 
v. Currie, L. R. 5 H. L. 508), so in this the use of the catch-words alone 
may establish the plaintiffs’ right to relief. The plaintiffs have no right 
to the exclusive use of those words, but they have a right to restrain any 
one from so using them as to pass rot ge off as the goods of the 
plaintiffs. ‘There qught to be a new trial, and two questions, at legst, 
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should be left to the jury—viz. (1) What does ‘‘camel-hair belting’’ 
mean? Does it mean belting made by the plaintiffs, as distinguished from 
belting made by other manufacturers, or does it mean belting of a 

icular kind without reference to any particular maker ? @) it has 

first of these meanings, then the next question will be, Do the 
defendants so describe their belting as to be likely to mislead purchasers, 
and to lead them to buy the defendants’ belting as, and for, the belting of 
the plaintiffs? The second question, if answered in the affirmative, would 
entitle the plaintiffs to an injunction, without proof of any intent to 


deceive. 

Lorgs, L.J., delivered a written judgment, in the course of which his 
lordship said : It appears to me that the learned judge attached too much 
weight to the fact that no actual deception and no — damage was 
proved, and also overlooked the equitable doctrine which permits the 
granting of an injunction where no deceit or fraudulent intention is 
established. The law applicable to this case may be stated as follows: If 
a n sells his with the intention of deceiving purchasers, of 
inducing them to believe his goods are the goods of another, this is 
actionable, and entitles the latter to recover nominal damages, even 
though no special damage is proved. If an article has acquired a 
distinctive meaning in the trade, connecting it with a particular person’s 
manufacture, and another so advertises, or describes, or makes up his goods 
as to lead purchasers to believe, or to create a probability of their believing, 
that they are buying the goods of the former, when in fact they are buying 
the of the latter (and this though there is no intention to deceive, 
and no special damage proved), a court of equity will grant relief by way 
of injunction. The fraudulent intention is essential in the first case ; it 
is unnecessary in the second. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., also delivered a written judgment to the following 
effect : It 4, ae to me that the plaintiffs had a cause of action which 
should have been left to the jury, if they gave evidence that the defendants 
had passed or attempted to pass off their goods as being the goods of the 
plaintiffs’ manufacture in a way calculated to lead purchasers to believe 
that the defendants’ goods were those of the plaintiffs’ make. If the 
plaintiffs gave evidence that the defendants had passed off their goods with 
this intention under circumstances calculated to mislead purchasers, then 
they had a cause of action for damages, even though they proved no special 
damage: Blofeld v. Payne (4 B. & Ad. 410). If they gave no evidence of 
intention, but only of the passing off or the attempting to pass off the 
defendants’ goods under circumstances calculated to mislead purchasers, 
then they had a cause of action against the defendants entitling them to 
an injunction: Millington v. Fox; Johnston vy. Orr-Ewing. The points, 
therefore, are—(1) Was there evidence to go to the jury of the defendants 
passing or attempting to pass off their goods as the goods of the plaintiffs, 
whether intentionally or not? and (2) whether what they did was calculated 
to lead purchasers to believe that the defendants’ goods were those of the 
plaintiffs’ manufacture. The plaintiffs, in my judgment, must give 
evidence upon both points to succeed. [His lordship, then, after 
considering the evidence, asked :—] ere is the evidence that 
the defendants sold, or — to sell, their beltings under 
circumstances calculated to mislead purchasers? Certainly not by 
the circulars and price lists, for the plaintiffs’ own witnesses said that 
oe not calculated to deceive, and there was no evidence in con- 
tradiction of this. There is no evidence given by the plaintiffs to shew 
that the belting sold by the defendants is not sold with the defendants’ 
trade-mark thereon, as delineated in the illustration of the belting, as 
appears in the circulars, and this may well account for the plaintiffs being 
unable to call a single witness to state that he had been deceived by what 
the defendants had done. It is, however, sufficient, in my judgment, to 
say that the plaintiffs have given no evidence of a sale, or attempted sale, 
by the defendants of belting under circumstances likely to deceive the 
| egr eeen except as may appear in the circulars and price lists, which, 
or the reasons above, is no evidence at all. Lindley and Lopes, L.JJ., 
are of opinion that the words ‘‘ Reddaway’s’’ and ‘‘ Bentham’s” will, in 
commerce, soon be dropped, and that the purchasers buying ‘‘ camel-hair 
belting,” and intending to purchase ‘‘ Reddaway’s,” may get the 
defendants’ belting and in this way be deceived, and that this, conse- 
quently, affords evidence which should have been left to the jury upon 
he question whether the defendants had done, or were doing, anything 
likely to deceive purchasers. With very great deference I cannot — in 
this. In the first place, no evidence was given that this would the 
case—i.¢., that the prefix of ‘‘ Bentham ” would be dropped, and, without 
evidence upon this point, I do not see why it should be assumed that the 
prefix would be dropped any more than that it would be retained. In the 
next place, it was not suggested that it had been dropped when the action 
was brought, or, indeed, since; and, thirdly, no case about this dropping 
of the ring was made or suggested by the plaintiffs at the trial. I cg 
that, if the plaintiffs could have shewn that the defendants were selling, 
or attempting to sell, their beltings as ‘‘ camel-hair beltings’’ alone, that 
would have been evidence that they were doing something likely to 
deceive purceasers, but no such evidence was forthcoming. Cave, J., 
to direct upon the case before him as made by the plaintiffs, and he non- 
suited upon the ground that the plaintiffs had given no evidence that the 
defendants had done, or were threatening to do, anyth likely to 
deceive purchasers, and I think he was right. I do not think that the 
Court of Appeal should overrule the direction of a judge when the judge 
was right upon the case as made before him. If any better case can be 
made by the plaintiffs for something the defendants may do hereafter, 
well and good ; but that does not make the direction of the judge wrong. 

In my judgment this appeal should be dismissed, and with costs.— 
Counset, Jeif, Q.C., and J. C. Graham; Smyley, Q.C., and Whately. 
ticttors, W. J. § E. H. Tremellen, for A. Macdonald Blair, Manchester ; 


by Anruun 


waxncr, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Bower, Cotton, tee for Lynde § Branthwaite, Manchester, 


Re TRUST AND INVESTMENT CORPORATION OF SOUTH AFRICA; 
Re BERTRAM LINPAARDS VLEIN GOLD MINING CO.—No. 2, 3rd 
August. 

Comeany—Winpinc vup—OrrictaL Recgtver—Rerort—Persons LiABie 
To BE Pusiicty ExaMingep—Ex Partz OrpER—JvuRISDICTION—COMPANIES 
(Wixpmvc-upr) Act, 1890, s. 8, suB-sEecrions (1), (2), (3)—Companrms 
Wrnpine-up Ruces, 1890, x. 71 
Each of these cases was an ex parte ap) by the official receiver from 

the refusal of Vaughan Williams, J., sitting in chambers, to make any 

order on an ex parte application made in each case by the official receiver, 
that the court might that the persons whose names were given in 
the schedule annexed to the official receiver’s form of application in each 
case should attend for public examination under section 8 of the Com- 
panies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. Each of the com | had been ordered 
to be wound up, and in each case the official receiver had made a 
preliminary report under sub-section (1) of section 8, and also a further 
report under sub-section (2) of section 8. In each case the further report 
stated matters shewing that in the opinion of the official receiver fraud 
had been committed in the promotion or formation of the company, and 
the names of a number of persons described as promoters, directors, or 
officers of the company were given in the schedule annexed to the further 
report in each case, but in neither case did the report state that in the 
opinion of the official receiver the persons named in the schedule (and 
against whom the order for examination was sought) had committed, or 
been parties to, the fraud alleged. The official receiver, subsequently to 
the making of the further reports, in each case applied ex parte to the 
judge in chambers for an order directing the persons named in the 
schedule to the application (who were also the persons named in the 
schedule to the report in each case) to attend for public examination. 

Vaughan Williams, J., refused to make any order on the applications, 

believing that the Court of Appeal, in the case of Re Great Kruger Gold 

Mining Co., Ex parte Barnard (ante, p. 644, 40 W. R. 625), had held that it 

was nece! , in order to give the court jurisdiction to make an order for 

examination, that the official receiver should have reported that a fraud had 
been committed by the person sought to be subjected to public ‘examina- 
tion. The Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, s. 8, sub-section (1), pro- 

vides that, after a winding-up order, the official receiver shall submit a 

preliminary report to the court, stating (inter alia) (c) ‘whether, in his 

opinion, further inquiry is desirable as to any matter relating to the 
promotion, formation, or failure of the company . . .’’; (2) The official 
receiver ‘‘ may also, if he thinks fit, make a further report, or further 
reports, stating the manner in which the company was formed, and 
whether, in his opinion, any fraud has been committed by any person in 
the promotion and formation of the company, or by any director or other 
officer of the company in relation to the company since the formation 
thereof, and any other matters which, in his opinion, it is desirable to 
bring to the notice of the court’’; (3) “‘ The court may, after considera- 
tion of any such report, direct that any person who has taken any part in 
the promotion or formation of the company, or has been a director or officer 
of the company, shall attend before the court and be publicly 
examined as to the promotion or formation of the company, or as to the 
conduct of the business of the company, or as to his conduct or dealings as 
director or officer of the company.”’ Rule 71 of the rules made under the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, provides that ‘‘the consideration of 
the official receiver's report shall be before the judge of the court per- 
sonally in chambers, and the official receiver shall, personally or by 
counsel, . . . attend the consideration of the report, and give the 
court any further information or explanation with reference to the matters 
stated in the report which the court may require.” Form 37 of the same 

rules is as follows :—-‘‘ Upon the application of the official receiver, . . . 

and upon reading the report of the official receiver made to the court on 

the day of 7 * is ordered that [state name of person) attend 
before the [judge or officer before whom the examination is to be held) on 

a day to be named for the purpose, and be publicly examined as to the 

promotion or formation of the company, and as to his conduct and dealings 

as director [or officer] of the company [or as the case may be]. The 
official receiver now appealed ex parte in each case. 

Tue Court (Lixovey, Loprs, and A. L. Sarra, L.JJ.) allowed the 


al 8. 

4 L.J., said that whatever difficulty had arisen in these cases was 
entirely attributable to some words which, in the shorthand writer’s notes, 
and in the report of his (the Lord Justice’s) judgment in Re Great Krager 
Gold Mining Co., Ex parte Barnard (40 W. R. 625), he was reported to have 
used, and which he might or might not have used. The passages in which 
the words in question occurred were these: “In order to give the court 
jurisdiction to make an order under sub-section (3), the very least that is 
required is that there should be a written report upon the responsibility of 
the official receiver, that in his - 5 Be some fraud has been committed 
by the person to be examined” (40 W.R., at p. 627) ; and again (40 W. R., at 
p. 628), ‘ The least that is necessary is that upon the responsibility of the 
official receiver there should be in wri an opinion by him that some 
fraud has been committed by the person to be subjected to this public eramina - 
tion.”’ Speaking now from his recollection of that case, if he did use the 
words there attributed to him, it was an incautious expression on his part ; 
that was not what he meant nor was it the meaning of any of the members 
of the court. Their real meaning was that there should be a report Y the 
official receiver that in his opinion some fraud had been committed. If he 
had really used the expressions attributed to him, it must now be under- 
pooh a he did a ee byt ly my ba the one of 
A n Re Great Kruger i * presen’ 
we that the words “‘ any such report”’ in sub-section (3) meant the 
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or reports mentioned ip sub-section (2). In the present cases the court 
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to decide what it had not to decide, and did not decide, in Re Great Kruger 
Gold Mining Co.—viz., whether an order for public examination under section 


8 could be made ex parte. In his opinion it could. The words “ the court 
may, after consideration of any such report, direct, &c.,’’ in sub-section (3), 
shewed that it was not contemplated that before the order was made a sum- 
mons or notice should be served upon the person sought to be examined, and 
this view was strengthened by looking at Form 37 and Rule 71. But if 
the court made an ex parte order for examination, it must be competent to 
the person ordered to be examined to apply to the court to have the order 
disc. on the ground that he was not a person within the category of 

rsons mentioned in sub-section (3)—i.c., a person who has taken any 
part in the promotion or formation of the company, or has been a director 
or officer of the company, and if he could shew that, the order would be 
discharged as made without jurisdiction. There was this advantage in 
making the order ex parte, that as to some of the persons mentioned in 
sub-section (3) there could be no controversy—e.g., directors and officers ; 
there might be more room for controversy as to ‘‘ promoters.’’ But no 
injustice could arise from holding, as the court now did hold, that the 
order for examination could be made er parte, subject to the qualification 
he had mentioned, as to the right of the person ordered to be examined, to 
apply to discharge the order. What were the materials upon which the 
court was to act? In Re Great Kruger Gold Mining Co. there was nothing 
in the reports of the official receiver to shew that Barnard came within the 
category of persons mentioned in sub-section (3) at all. It was necessary 
that there should be a report of the official receiver under sub-section (2), 
stating the manner in which the company was formed (which might or 
might not be material), ‘‘ and whether, in his opinion, any fraud had been 
committed by any person in the promotion or formation of the company, 
or by any director or other officer of the company in relation to the com- 
pany, since the formation thereof’’; it was further necessary that the 
official receiver should report that X., Y., Z. were persons who filled one 
of the characters mentioned in sub-section (3). Such a report was suf- 
ficient to justify the making an order for examinations of X., Y., and Z. 
He was perfectly certain that the court did not intend in Re Great Kruger 
Gold Mining Co. to say that it was necessary that the official receiver should 
draw an indictment imputing fraud against the persons whom he sought 
toexamine. In the present cases there was quite enough in the official 
receiver's reports to shew that fraud had been committed by some one in 
the promotion or formation of the companies, and that the persons whom 
the official receiver desired to have examined were withiu the category of 
persons mentioned in sub-section (3). That was enough to justify the 
making of an order for examination ; and Vaughan Williams, J., would no 
doubt have made the order in the present cases but for the misunder- 
standing which had arisen from what he (the Lord Justice) was reported 
to have said in his judgment in the Great Kruger case, and which he cer- 
tainly never intended to say. The order for examination must accordingly 
be made. ms 

Lorgs and A. L. Surru, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnsex, Sir E. Clarke, S.G., 
and Ingle Joyce. Soxicrror, The Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


[Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law. 


te GUE, SMITH r. GUE—No, 2, 30th July. 
Witt—Consrruction—Ciass—NeEruews Axp NIECES. 
Appeal from the decision of North, J., reported ante, p. 503,40 W. R. 


553. William Gue, who died on the 25th of September, 1877, by his will 
gave “‘to my nephew Charles Skeats, of Melbourne, Victoria, and his wife 
memorial rings . such rings to be procured by my executors for 
my said nephew and niece. To each of my nephews and nieces following 
—namely, H. Gue, F. Gue, A. Gue, M. Gue, S. Brown, M. Brown, J. 
Yaterman, and A. Bowles—the legacy or sum of nineteen guineas.’’ And 
the testator devised and bequeathed real estate and his residuary personal 
estate upon trust for “‘ all and every my nephews and nieces living at my 
F to be equally divided betwecn them if more than one, 
including my nephews and nieces to whom I have given legacies as afore- 
said.”’ At the testator’s death all the above named were living. The 
legatees of the name of Gue were nephews or nieces of the testator’s blood. 
Charles Skeats, 5. Brown, M. Brown, and J. Waterman were nephews 
and nieces of the testator’s wife. The wife of Charles Skeats was not the 
niece of the testator or of his wife. -An originating summons having been 
taken out by the surviving executor and trustee to have it determined who 
were entitled to the testator’s residuary estate, North, J., held (inter alia) 
that the nephews and nieces of the testator’s wife, and also Mra. Charles 
Skeats, were included in the residuary gift. The nephews and nieces of 
the testator by blood appealed on this puint. The cases of Smith v. Lidiard 
(3 K. & J. 252) and Wells v. Welle (L. BR. 18 Eq. 504) were relied on in 
support of the appeal. ; 
we Cover (Lixoiey, Loves, and A. L. Ssurru, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
Lisuiex, LJ., eaid that it was a well recognized canon of construction 
that words were to be taken to bear their ordinary signification unless 
some indication to the contrary was found in the will. He should have 
supposed, therefore, that “‘ nephews and nieccs’’ meant, prima facia, only 
ews and nieces of the testator’s blood, but the case of Grant v. Grant 

(L. B.5C. P. 727) seemed to shew that those words would include nephews 
anc nieces of the textator’« wife as well. In the present case, however, 


looking st tie language used, from the point of view of a layman and not 
from the point of view of a trained lawyer, bis lordship thought it was 
pertectly plain that the testator indicated that by “my nephews and 
wheces” he meant other persons than his own nephews and nieces, and 
that in the gift of the reriduc he indicated that the whole class of persons 
whom he bad in the previous part of bis will called his nephews al 

were to be included, 


nieces 
It wae only the cases cited that raised any doubt or 
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difficulty. But the court had only to construe the present will and would 
not depart from the testator’s plain indication of intention. ; 

Lorgs, L.J., concurred.—He thought at first that the residuary gift wag 
not intended to include Charles Skeats and his wife, but only the nephews 
and nieces to whom the sum of nineteen guineas were bequeathed. The 
case of Nannock v. Horton (7 Ves. Junr. 390), however, shewed that under 
a gift of residue to ‘‘legatees thereinbefore nam d,’’ persons to whom 
the testator had directed his executors to give memorial rings took ag 
being legatees. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., concurred.—Counsgt, Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and Met: 
hold; 8S. Dickinson; Vernon Smith; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Rowden ; 
Mackay. Sotcrrors, Lovell, Son, §¢ Pitfield, for Paris, Smith, § Randall, 
Southampton ; Peacock § Goddard, for Trevanion, Poole; Garrard, James, § 
Wolf, for Smith § Son, Andover. 

[Reported by M. J. Biaxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SCOTT v. BROWN, DOERING, M‘NAB, & CO.; 


SAME—No. 2, Ist August. 


Conrract—AGREEMENT TO MAKE A MArkKeET FoR SHARES—ILLEGALITY Nor 
PiLeapEep--CriminaLt Consprracy—In part DELicro potion Est ConpitI0 
PossIDENTIS. 


This was an application by the plaintiffs in both actions for a new trial, 
ou appeal from the verdict and judgment, dated the 7th of May last, at 
trial before Wright, J., and a special jury at Guildhall. The defendants 
in both these actions are members of the London Stock Exchange, and, in 
December, 1890, they were brokers to a company called the Steam Loop 
Co. (Limited). The company had issued a prospectus inviting subscrip- 
tions for its share capital, and the defendants had, previously to such 
issue, underwritten a part of the said share capital, and were holders of a 
considerable number of shares in the company. The plaintiffs in the 
second action were the solicitors of the company. The plaintiffs in both 
actions had instructed the defendants to purchase shares for them respec- 
tively in the company, and had duly paid for such shares ; and they sought 
to recover the price so paid from the defendants, on the ground, among 
others, that, instead of purchasing shares for them in the ordinary way, 
the defendants had transferred to the plaintiffs the defendants’ own 
shares, The plaintiffs relied upon a contract contained in certain letters 
and telegrams passing between the plaintiffs and the defendants between 
the 6th and the 9th of December, 1890. Wright, J., nonsuited the plain- 
tiffs in both actions, on the ground that there was no evidence to go to the 
jury. The plaintiffs applied for a new trial. 

Tue Count (Linney, Lorss, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) refused the appli- 
cation, with costs. 

Linpxey, L J., said the old and well-known maxim ex turpi causd non oritur 
actio was founded on good sense, and expressed a clear and well-recog- 
nized legal principle which was not confined to indictable offences. No 
court ought to enforce an illegal contract or allow itself to be made the 
instrument of enforcing obligations alleged to arise out of a contract or 
transaction which was illegal if the illegality was duly brought to the 
notice of the court, and if the person invoking the aid of the court was 
himself implicated in the illegality. It mattered not whether the defend- 
ant had pleaded the illegality, or whether he had not. If the evidence 
adduced by the plaintiff proved the illegality the court ought not to assist 
him. If authority was wanted for that proposition it would be found in 
the well-known judgment of Lord Mansfield in Holman v. Johnson (Cowp. 
343). In this case the correspondence put in evidence by the plaintiff in 
support of the claim he made at the trial shewed conclusively that the 
cole object of the plaintiff in ordering shares to be bought for him ata 
premium was to impose upon and deceive the public by leading the public 
to suppose that there were buyers of such shares at a premium on the 
Stock Exchange, when, if fact, there were none but himself. The 
plaintiff's purchase was an actual purchase, not a sham purchase, but the 
sole object of the purchase was to cheat and mislead the public. Any 
rights the plaintiff might have irrespective of his legal contract would, of 
course, be recognized and enforced, but his illegal contract conferred no 
rights on him: see Pearce v. Brooks (14 W. R. 614, L. R. 1 Ex. 213). The 
illegal purpose of the plaintiff distinguished the present case from 
Wetherell v. Jones (4 B. & Ad. 221) and others of a similar kind. His lord- 
ship was quite aware that what the plaintiff had done was very commonly 
done; it was done every day. But that was immaterial. Picking pockets 
and various forms of cheating were common enough, and were, neverthe- 
less, illegal. ‘The plaintiff was not entitled to judgment in the court 
below, and he had no right to a new trial. 

Lorrs, L.J., said that the letters and telegrams shewed what the nature 
of the transaction was. In his judgment it was an agreement between 
the plaintiffs and defendants to induce would-be buyers of shares in the 
pod mary contrary to the fact, to believe there was a market for its shares, 
and that the shares were of greater value than they really were. To 
put it shortly—it was an agreement to cleat the public by leading them 
to believe the shares had a value which the plaintiffs and defendants knew 
they had not, and thus inducing them to become purchasers. Was such 
a transaction illegal? His lordship was of opinion that it was, and might 
be made the subject of an indictment for conspiracy. The King v. Berenger 
(3M. & 8, 67) was an uuthority on that subject. That was an indictment 
for conspiracy by falee rumours to raise the price of the public Govern- 
ment funds with intent to injure those who should purchase. He could 
see no substantial distinction between false ramours and false and fictitious 
acts; the price of the shares in this case was artificial, and the premium 
unreal pot nominal, to the knowledge of all parties concerned, put for- 
ward to induce the public to take shares, with which otherwise they would 
have had nothing to do. Again in Jeg. v. Aspinall (1 Q. B. D, 740,2 


SLAUGHTER v. THE 


Q,. B. D. 48) it was held that an agreement to cheat and defraud by means - 
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of false pretences those who might buy shares was an indictable offence. 
The question then arose whether the plaintiffs were not disentitled to 
recover, and whether they had not forfeited the relief which a court of 
law in other circumstances would have afforded them. Begbie v. Phosphate 
Sewage Co. (24 W. R. 115, L. R. 10 Q. B. 491) was conclusive on that 

int. It was an action for money had and received, plea never indebted, 
and it was held that the plaintiff could not recover because he was aware 
that no exclusive right to use the process in question could, be obtained, 
and had entered into the contract with the defendants in contemplation of 
a frand upon the shareholders of the intended company. In that case the 
illegality of the contract was not pleaded. The point was taken by the 
court and acted upon. The plaintiffs could not, and did not in the 
present case, any more than in that one, present their case to the jury 
without necessarily disclosing the unlawful purpose in furtherance of 
which the contract was entered into. The plaintiffs, therefore, in his 
lordship’s opinion were disentitled to relief, and on that ground the appea’ 
must be dismissed. ¢ 

A. L. Sarrn, L.J., concurred, and said that neither the plaintiff nor the 
defendants would raise the point of the illegality of the transaction at the 
trial, and Wright, J., had made some strong comment upon their conduct, 
but did nothing further in the matter. If two or more persons agreed to 
cheat and defraud others by means of deceit and fraud and false pretences, 
there could be no doubt that each and all were indictable for a criminal 
conspiracy at common law. False pretences there did not mean such 
false pretences as would support an indictment for obtaining money or 
goods by false pretences: see Reg. v. Hudson (Bell’s C. C. 263). His lord- 
ship considered that the agreement to do an illegal act by illegal means 
had been proved, and that, therefore, the parties were liable to be indicted 
for conspiring to cheat and defraud. If a plaintiff could not maintain 
his cause of action without shewing, as part of such cause of action, that 
he had been guilty of illegality, then the courts would not assist him in 
his cause of action. That was decided in Taylor v. Chester (L. R. 4 Q. B. 
309, 17 W. R. C. L. Dig. 28, 94), where illegality was pleaded, and also m 
Beghie v. Phosphate Sewage Co., where it was not pleaded, but, the fraud 
being apparent, the court would not interfere. When the plaintiff's 
statement of claim was looked at it would be seen that he there stated the 
purposes for which he handed the money to the defendants—viz., to 
‘keep up the price of the shares,’’ which upon the evidence was shewn to 
be ‘‘to create a fictitious premium.” Immediately the whole contract 
upon which the plaintiff sued was put in, its illegality became apparent. 
In his lordship’s opinion the maxim Jn pari delicto potior est conditio possi- 
dentis applied, and the court ought not to assist the plaintiff.—Covunsgt, 
Reid, Q.C., and B. Houghton ; Murphy, Q.C., W. Willis, Q.C., Rose-Innes, 
and C. Rose-Innes. Soxtcrrors, C. J. Whinney ; A. T. Armitage. 

[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re THE SAFETY OIL CO, (LIM.)—North, J., July 30. 
Practice—Petition—ComPpany—Repvction oF CaprraL—EvipENce. 


This was a petition (unopposed) for obtaining the sanction of the court 
to a proposed reduction of the capital of the above company. The com- 
pany was incorporated in 1875 with a nominal capital of £50,000, divided 
into 10,000 shares of £5 each, of which 4,261 had been issued fully paid 
up. By a special resolution, which had been duly confirmed, it was 
resolved as follows: ‘‘ That the capital of the company be reduced from 
£50,000, divided into 10,000 shares of £5 each, to £30,000, divided into 
10,000 shares of £3 each, and that such resolution be effected by returning 
£2 in cash upon each of the 4,261 shares which have been issued and are 
fully paid up, and by reducing the nominal amount of all the 10,000 shares 
from £5 to £3.” The only statement in the petition in explanation of the 
special resolution was as follows: ‘‘ At the time when such special resolu- 
tion was passed, and at the present time, the capital of the company 
exceeded, and does exceed, by more than £8,522, the wants of the com- 
pany, and it is intended to pay the said cash return out of such excess 
capital.’’ The only evidence produced was an affidavit by the secretary, 
verifying, in general terms, the statement in the petition. The petition 
was presented in March. 

Norn, J., held that this form of affidavit would have been sufficient if 
the statements in the petition had been full enough, but the statement set 
out above was too vague, and the court must have further information, 
and also evidence that the state of things alleged in the petition continued 
at the hearing.—Counse., Ingle Joyce. Soricrrons, Hollams, Son, Coward, 
§ Hawksley. 

[Reported by G. B. M. Coonr, Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
DAVIDSON ». THE CARLTON BANK—27th July. 


But or Sare—Drscrirtion or Goops—Surricrgency—‘' 1,800 nooxs as 
rer Cararoour’’—Briis or Save Act (1878) Amenpment Act, 1882 (45 
& 46 Vier. c. 48), 8.4. 

The question in this case was whether the description in a bill of sale of 
certain goods claimed by the plaintiff in an interpleader issue under the 
bill of sale was sufficient, having regard to the provision of section 4 of the 
Bills of Sale Act (1878) Amendment Act, 1882. That section provides 
that ‘every bill of sale shall have annexed thereto, or written thereon, a 
schedule containing an inventory of the personal chattels comprised in the 





bill of sale, and such bill of sale, save as hereinafter mentioned, shall have 
effect only in respect of the personal chattels specificially described in the 
said schedule and shall be void except as against the grantor in respect of 
any personal chattels not so specificially described.’’ By the bill of sale 
uader discussion. the grantor assigned to the plaintiffs all and singular the 
several chattels and thi specifically described in the schedule. Part of 
the property comprised in the schedule was described as follows: ‘‘ The 
whole of the chattels and things at present at Westoe Vicarage, South 
Shields, and consisting, inter alia, of . 1,800 volumes as per cata- 
logue. Miscellaneous—silver-plated goods, china tea service, coffee ser- 
vice, knives, forks, dinner sets, table linen, bed linen, beds, bedding, orna- 
ments, crockery.’’ These articles were not otherwise described, and the 
catalogue of books was not annexed to the bill of sale or registered with 
it. It was argued on behalf of the defendants (judgment creditors) that 
the bill of sale was void except as against the grantor with respect to the 
goods above referred to, the description being too vague, and that the 
catalogue of books ought to have been registered as an inventory under 
section 10 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. On the other hand it was said 
that there was no evidence to show that the goods could not be identified 
by the description, and that such a description was sufficient as regards 
goods in a private house. Hickley v. Greenwood (38 W. R. 686, 25 Q. B. D. 
277) and Cooper v. Huggins (34 Soxicrroxs’ Journat, 96) were cited. 

Cave, J., said that the catalogue was not a ‘‘ schedule or inventory an- 
nexed to or referred to in the bill of sale’’ within section 10 of the Act 
of 1878; the catalogue was referred to in the schedule to this bill of sale as 
something apart from the schedule itself. A technical point of this kind 
required to be strictly established, and in the present case it failed ; the 
catalogue was not a part of the bill of sale and did not require registration. 
As to the description of the goods in the schedule, the words “ specifi- 
cally described ’’ in section 4 of the Act of 1882 clearly did not mean 
‘*individually described,’ so that each article could be individually 
recognized. A description by number only was not a convenient form of 
description, but it was not necessarily insufficient. ‘‘ All silver coffee 
pots now in my house ” would be a sufficient description within the Act, 
and so were the words in the present case. It was said that it was not suffi - 
cient to describe some only out of a larger number of similar articles in a 
house, but here the articles described under the head ‘‘ miscellaneous ”’ 
comprised all the articles of those kinds in the house ; it was not hecessary 
to describe each plated spoon by itself. The books were not only 
described by a number which was approximately the number of books in 
the house, but by reference to the catalogue. To that he saw no objection. 
The goods, therefore, were sufficiently described, and the defendants’ con- 
tention failed. Judgment for plaintiffs.—Counss., Herbert Reed ; Gore- 
Browne § Colam. Soxrcrrons, Le Riche ¢ Stephens ; E. C. Rawlings. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law.] 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LEGAL EDUCATION IN LIVERPOOL. 


MemoranpuM As TO Proposep Law Department or Universiry CoLiecr, 
LIVERPOOL. 
Onsxcts. 


1. The Liverpool Board of Legal Studies was established in the year 
1886 for the ‘‘ encouragement of legal studies in Liverpool by the institu- 
tion and management of law lectures and classes, the conducting of 
examinations, the granting of exhibitions and prizes, and such other 
means as might from time to time be considered expedient.’’ It was 
constituted of representatives of the Incorporated Law Society of 
Liverpool, of University College, Liverpool, and of the Liverpool Law 
Students’ Association. 

It is proposed to establish a Law Faculty in University College, 
Liverpool, in order to carry out the above objects more systematically and 
completely, by bringing the study of law into close connection with the 
other studies of the college, and by affording opportunities for the study 
of jurisprudence and kindred subjects, thus enabling students to qualify 
themselves for the LL.B. examinations of the London and Victoria 
Universities. 

CoNSTITUTION AND MANAGEMENT. 

2. Subject to the provisions of the ay charter and statutes, the law 
department shall be managed by the Law Faculty in conjunction with the 
representatives of the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool and of the 
Liverpool Law Students’ Association. The conjoint body may be called 
the Liverpool Board of Studies. 

3. The Law Faculty consist of five professors or lecturers of the 
college, of whom the principal and the professor or professors of law 
(when appointed) shall be e«r-gffeie members, and the remainder shall be 
elected by the senate of the college. 

4, There shall be on the omen ¢ ee representatives of the Incorporated 
Law Society of Liverpool, one of whom shall be the president of the 
society ex-officio, and remainder shall be elected by the committee of 
the society. 

5. There shall be on the board three representatives of the Liverpool 
Law Students’ Association, who shall be elected by the committee of the 
association, 

‘ 6. In the first instance there shall be one professor and at least two 
eoturers. 

7. The professor shall be appointed by the council of the college on the 
recommendation of the board, for such term (of not less than three years) 
as the board from time to time determine. 
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8. The lecturers shall be appointed by the board for such periods and 
upon such terms as the board from time to time determine, but no 
appointment shall be made for a longer period than one year. 

9. The professor shall, except so far as the terms of appointment 
otherwise provide, be subject to the statutes of the college. 

10. Practising barristers and solicitors shall be eligible for professor- 
ships or lectureships, upon the understanding that they will not allow. 
their professional work to interfere with the adequate performance of 
their duties. 

11. All lectures and classes shall be held at such times and places 
as may be approved by the board. 

12. The fees and conditions of attendance, except in the case of 
students preparing for law examinations of Victoria University, shall be 
determined by the board. 

13. The annual grants made by the Incorporated Law Society of the 
United Kingdom, by the Council of University College, and by the 
Liverpool Law Students’ Association, shall, with the consent of those 
bodies, be administered by the board, together with all payments derived 
from fees, excepting only such fees as are paid by students preparing for 
law examinations of Victoria University ; and the board shall be respon- 
sible for the payment of professors and lecturers, for the collection of fees, 
for the hire of rooms, for printing advertisement and all other expenses 
connected with the working of the law department. 

14. The board shall have the general supervision of the law department, 
and shall have power to make any such alterations and extensions in the 
work of the department as they from time to time think fit. It shall be 

as a primary object of the department to make efficient provision 
for instruction in the subjects of the three practical courses defined in 
section 15, and the annual grants and the fees mentioned in section 13 
shall in the first instance be applied in providing such practical 
instruction. 
Proposed OUTLINE OF WORKING. 


15. There shall be provided annually three practical courses, each con- 
sisting of a lecture and a class, upon subjects selected from each of the 
three following main divisions of law, namely :— 

(a) Real and personal property and conveyancing. 
(46) Common law, and the procedure in the Queen’s Bench 
(ec) Equity, and the procedure in the Chancery Division. 

It is suggested that the three practical courses should be delivered con- 
secutively during the autumn and Lent terms, and that each of the three 
courses be assigned to a different professor or lecturer. 

16. There shall also be provided lectures and classes on the following 
subjects :— 

(1) Jurisprudence. 

(2) Roman law. 

(3) International law. 
(4) Constitutional law. 

17. Lectures and classes may also be provided on the law of bankruptcy, 
probate, divorce and admiralty and criminal law if the board shall think 
fit. 

Cost or Workinc. 
Estmatep Income. 


Incorporated Law Society of U. K. £150 per annum. 
University College, Liverpool _.... Sire 100 és 
Liverpool Law Students’ Association ... 20 
Lectures, fees, &c. ... ie vee es 
Annual subscriptions (to be guaranteed 
for not less than a term of three years) 300 - 


99 


50 - 


£620 


EstrmmatepD ExrEnpImTurRe. 


Salary of professor ... £375 per annum. 


Fees and expenses of two lecturers on 

ractical courses ... eos one ae 150 in 
Advertising, printing, &c. (say) ... ose 50 a 
Fees paid to professor and lecturers __.... 25 * 


£600 
Norz. 

This scheme does not contemplate the transfer to the law department of 
the lectures on Stephen’s Commentaries now managed by the Live: i 
Law Students’ Association. These lectures (which are inten to 

articled clerks for the intermediate examinations) have, ever since 

were instituted in 1878, been entrusted to Mr. W. J. Sparrow, LL.D. 
ee ae who has given the greatest satisfaction. The lectures 
are (with the aid of a small grant from the Law Students’ Association) 
self , and as they form one of the attractions to articled clerks 
to the Law Students’ Association, the committee of that association 
that the management of them should be allowed to remain in their 





YORKSHIRE LAW STUDENTS’ UNION. 


A eoference of dele took place this week, at Leeds, to again 
consider the question of 1 education. Every society in the union was 


ee the de t including Messrs. KE. G. I d 
(Huddersfield), in the chair, £ Co “ehielt 
A. Bastide and 


y (Dewsbury), U. Stapleton (Wakefield), 
W. F.W. Rhodes (Halifax), W. T. Crabteoe and E. Ww 








Perkins (Bradford), J. E. Wing (Sheffield), and G. Twell and R. W. Aske 
(Hull). 


The Hon. Sec. (Mr. R. W. Asxz) reported that since the last meeting a 
deputation from that union, consisting of the chairman and himself, had 
waited upon the Yorkshire Law Society at York, and obtained their 
consent to abandon the old scheme, and to support that union in its 
endeavours. Accordingly, memorials had been prepared and presented to 
the Incorporated Law Society by both the county law society and that 
union. He also stated that the Incorporated Law Society had declared 
that they would make no further grant during 1892. Certain misstatements 
in the recent speech of the president of the Incorporated Law Society 
were also mentioned. 

Upon his report, and having regard to the manner in which the 
Incorporated Law Society seemed disposed to treat the overtures from 
individual societies, Mr. G. Twett (Hull) moved, and Mr. E. W. Perkins 
(Bradford) seconded, ‘‘ That the union invites every law students’ society 
in the kingdom to send delegates to a meeting to be called at Derby in the 
autumn, to consider the position of law students, particularly with 
reference to legal education, and with a view to united action in the 
matter.’’ The resolution was adopted unanimously. 

It was moved by Mr. W. T. Crantree (Bradford), and seconded by Mr. 
Ciay (Dewsbury), ‘‘ That each society be requested to send not more than 
three members, and that the hon. sec. of the union attend to represent the 
union.’’ This was also carried unanimously. 

Upon the report, Mr. R. W. Asxe (Hull) moved, and Mr. A. Bastipe 
(Halifax) seconded, ‘‘ (a2) That this union views with regret the dilatory 
action of the Incorporated Law Society upon the subject of legal educa- 
tion, and their intention to make no grants during 1892, and respectfully 
begs to again strongly urge the pressing need for some grant towards 
legal education in Yorkshire. (0) t it is respectfully submitted to the 
Incorporated Law Society that the present system of expenditure of 
articled clerks’ moneys under section 8 of the Solicitors Act, 1877, is 
detrimental to their true interests, and that the proportion of moneys in 
respect of rent, officials’ salaries, and other items amounting to thousands 
of pounds per annum, charged to the articled clerks’ account, greatly 
exceeds the amount reasonably chargeable in that respect; and that the 
Incorporated Law Society be, and are hereby, requested to reconsider 
such assessments with a view to some considerable diminution in the 
amount thereof, and for the application of the moneys towards legal 
education.’’ The resolutions were unanimously adopted. 

The Hon. Secretary then reported, with reference to the first annual 
congress of the Yorkshire Union, fixed to be held in March, that an 
invitation to hold the same at Hull had been received from the Law 
Students’ Society. 

Upon the motion of Mr. E. Cuay (Dewsbury), seconded by Mr. W. T. 
Crastree (Bradford), it was resolved, ‘‘That this union accepts with 
pleasure the kind invitation of the Hull Society, and that the hon. secre- 
tary tender hearty thanks for same on behalf of this union.’’ 

After further discussion relative to the whole question, the conference 
adjourned. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Epvcar Stuaxt Bruce-Payne, solicitor, Deal, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bruce-Payne was admitted in May, 1886. 


Mr. Tuomas Georce Barser, solicitor, Gloucester, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Barber was admitted in July, 1880. 


Mr. James Beat, solicitor, Exeter, has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Beal was admitted in May, 1886. 


Mr. Gzorce Bearper, solicitor, Bradford, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Bearder was admitted in June, 1886. 


Mr. Frank Horace Bertie, solicitor, 10, St. Benet-place, Gracechurch- 
street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bertie 
was admitted in December, 1885. 


Mr. Epcar James Brrpsatu, solicitor, Scarborough, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Birdsall was admitted in July, 1886. 


Mr. Rovanp Exxis ve Vestan, solicitor, 5, Crown-court, Cheapside, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. de Vesian was admitted 
in December, 1884. 


Mr. Joseru Tuomas Davin, solicitor, Cardiff, has been a poet a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. David was admitted in July, 1884. 


Mr. Wit11am Wyww Evans, solicitor, Wrexham, has been ap 
Commissioner for Oaths, Mr. Evans was admitted in April, 1 
passing the Final Examination with honours. 


Mr. Tuomas Hopoerrs Gorpon, B.A., solicitor, Ashton-under-Lyne, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Gordon was admitted in 
Hilary, 1872. 

Mr. Geonoz Harpman Hoyts, solicitor, Parliament-mansions, Victoria- 
street, Westminster, 8.W., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Hoyle was admitted in November, 1874. 

Mr. Henny Wu. Hvougs, solicitor, Shrewsbury, has been 7 ointed @ 
Commissioner for Oaths, Mr. Hughes was admitted in May, 1886, 

Mr. Oxtanvo Gronce Hanuman, solicitor, 26, Paternoster-row, has been 


eune a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Harman was admitted in 
haelmas, 1873. 
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Mr. Cuartes Hrrcucock, solicitor, Lewisham, has been appointed a 

Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hitchcock was admitted in January, 1886. 

‘Mr. Evwin Peep James, solicitor, 99, London Wall, City, has been 

appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. James was admitted in Easter, 
5, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. Grorcz AntHony Kine, M.A., solicitor, 66, Cannon-street, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. King was admitted in 
February, 1885. 

Mr. Wm. Kina, solicitor, 11, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. King was admitted in Michael- 
mas, 1853. 

Mr. Horatio Pgrrs Ly tz, solicitor, Combe Down, Somerset, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lyle was admitted in December, 
1889. Mr. Lyle is a notary. 

Mr. Ricuarp Roorz Linruorng, solicitor, Portswood, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Linthorne was admitted in March, 
1887. 

Mr. Joun Ernest Luoyp, solicitor, Lampeter, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lloyd was admitted in May, 1884. 

Mr. Waiter Wuerstong, solicitor, Leicester, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Whetstone was admitted in November, 
1885. 

Mr. Henry Wootcorr, of the firm of Messrs. Snowball, Lewes, & 
Woolcott, of Central-buildings, 41, North John-street, Liverpool, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Woolcott was admitted 
with honours in August, 1882. 

Mr. Epwarp Jenks, barrister, has been appointed Professor of Law at 
University College, Liverpool. Mr. Jenks is a fellow and lecturer of 
King’s College, Cambridge. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoLuTIon. 

Joun Tuomas Watson and Davip Jourrroy Watson, solicitors (Watson 
& Watson), 101, Leadenhall-street, London. May 31. The said John 
Thomas Watson will continue the business under the style of Watson and 
Watson. Gazette, July 29. 





GENERAL, 


Sir William Charley, the Common Serjeant, took his leave of the Bar 
at the Old Bailey on the 29th ult. In doing so, he observed that a judge, 
in the discharge of his duties, should pay fittle or no regard to outside 
opinion. On the contrary, he should pay the highest regard to the opinion 
of the Bar practising before him. He referred to the kindly feeling 
which bad always existed between the Bench and those practising before 
him. Mr. Besley, on behalf of the Bar, expressed the regret which the 
members of the profession felt at the parting, and hoped that the Common 
Serjeant would, for many years, enjoy his leisure. 


The Zimes correspondent in Japan says that an extraordinary trial, 
known as the judicial gambling case, has just come to an abortive 
conclusion at Tokio. What lent unusual interest to the case was the fact 
that the defendants were the President and the six judges of the Supreme 
Court. The offence with which they were charged consisted in playing 
cards in a tea-house with some of the dancing girls of the capital for 
partners. Owing to the high position of the accused, and the fondness of 
the Japanese for euphemisms, the case was known in polite circles as the 
“flower play matter,’’ because the game of cards in which the judges are 
supposed to have been indulging was the Japanese game of ‘* hana- 
awase,’’ or ‘‘ flower-matching,’’ so called because the cards bear repre- 
sentations of various kinds of flowers, which have to be brought into 
couples by the players. Owing to the grave scandal occasioned by such 
charges being preferred against the very administrators and interpreters 
of the law, strenuous efforts were made to hush the matter up; but the 
accused judges, especially Judge Kodjima Iken, the President of the 
Supreme Court, Pee one their resolve to have the whole matter thoroughly 
sifted. The most eminent counsel at the Japanese Bar were retained, and 
& special tribunal, called an Admonition Tribunal, was opened in the 
Administrative Court for the purpose of conducting the investigation. 
The inquiry, which was conducted with closed doors, has resulted in the 
Court pronouncing the defendants to be beyond the reach of prosecution. 


On the 27th ult. Mr. 8. G. Johnson, Town Clerk of Nottingham, was 
presented with his portrait and a service of plate on the occasion of the 
close of his twentieth year of office as Town Clerk. Alderman Goldschmidt 
said he believed he might safely say that every great work which had 
been carried out during the last twenty years in the borough had been 
initiated, in some way or other, by their able Town Clerk, who had not 
only earned for himself the admiration of the inhabitants of Nottingham, 
but had won respect throughout the kingdom, wherever his name was 
mentioned. One would have imagined that with the addition of one 
estublishment after another of the Town Clerk's department, he would 
have been overwhelmed with work, but he should tell thom that the Town 
Clerk was a glutton for werk. ‘Che more work he had to do the more he 
wanted to do, and, in addition to his official work, he gave a great deal of 
time aud attention to philanthropic work. He was never weary of 
Working for all sections of the community, and he had erected for himself 
4% mqnument in the hearts of the masses. Under these circumstances, it 
Was hot a matter of surprise to him that when the suggestion was made 


to present the ‘own Clerk with a testimonial on the completion of twenty 








years’ service, it met with a ready response throughout all sections of the 
community. The presentation was made by the Mayor. Mr. Johnson, in 
responding, said he was touched by the kindness of every one. Who 

subscribed to that fund he did not know. He had never asked, and 
he never should ask, but those who had done so would never expect him 
to deviate one inch from the line of duty, and nothing would more 
influence him to go forward in the line that they concurred in, than that 
kind, generous, and liberal appreciation of his own poor services to the 
town. 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. AppgaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
: No. 2. Cartry. Norrn. 
Monday, Aug...... Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
parisien deere Leach Rolt Carri 
Wednesday Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
caste Leach Rolt 
SA | Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STreiine. KeKewicu. Romer. 
Monday, Aug...........00.0008 8S Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes 
Tuesday Beal Ward Jackson 
Wednesday Pugh Pemberten Clowes 
Thursday Ward Jackson 
Friday Pugh Pemberton Clowes 





The Long Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 13th day of August, and terminate 
on Saturday, the 22nd day of October, 1892, both days inclusive 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 
Sepastian.—Aug. 2, at Merfield, 18, Trinity-road, Tulse-hill, 8.W., the wife of Lewis 
Boyd Sebastian, barrister-at-law, of a son. 


MARRIAGES. 


Arrken —Huttoy.—July 27, at the Church of 8t. Mary the Virgin, Little Abington, 
Henry Aitken, advocate, Edinburgh, to Ethel Gilby, eldest daughter of the Rev. A. H. D. 
Hutton, M.A., Vicar of Little Abington. 

Bayister—Barrow.—July 26, at St. Mary’s, East Molesey, Frederick Banister, of The 
Grange, West Molesey, and the Outer Temple, to Annie Reta, eldest daughter of the 
late Rev. George Staunton Barrow, Vicar of Stowmarket. 

Gittetr—Birp.—July 19, at Trinity Church, Barrie, Ontario, Canada, Richard C. Gillett, 
of Gananoque, Ontario, barrister-at-law, to Helen Elizabeth, youngest daughter of the 
late Sherman ——— Bird, R.E. 

Hevttyar—Wesser.—July 13, at 8t. Andrew's, Stoke Newington, William John Hellyar, 
jun., of Love-walk, Camberwell, and 28, Austinfriars, solicitor, to Eliza, elder daughter 
of the late Mr. T. Webber, jun., of Listri k, N.E., late of 82, Lombard-street. 

Patrox—Lortvs.—July 26, at the Chapel Royal, Hampton Court, Walter Boldero Paton, 
M.A., of the Inner Temple, barrister, to Adeline Henri eldest daughter of the 
late Captain Arthur Loftus, late 10th Hussars, and the Lady See ee —_ 
barrister-at-Law, of Grenfell, Canada, to Henriette Halliburton Fraser, daughter of the 
Rev. John Paine Sargent, Vicar of Fort Qu’Appelle. 

Suinpiter—Davunry.—July 28, at St. Stephen’s Church, Canterbury, Thomas Shindler, M.A., 
LL B, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, to Florence Anne, elder daughter of George 
John Drury, of St. Steven’s, Can 3 

Wirsoxn—Gosset-Tanner.—July 28, at uel Church, Maida-hil', Robert William 
Ranken Wilson, barrister-at-law, Middle Temple, to Lilian Mary, only daughter of the 
Rev. James Gosset-Tanner, Vicar of Emmanuel, Maida-hill. 

DEATHS. 


Co.es.—July 24, at Milverton Lodge, Tiverton, James Bond Coles, late of Taunton, solici- 
tor, aged 80. 

Wurrr.—Ang. 2, at 28, Lansdowne-road, W., Frederick Thomas White, of the Middle 
Temple, Barrister-at-law, and late of Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, aged 77. 











Waking To tytenpinG Hovss Puncuassrs & Lessers.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the peng aan Oe ee . ae = by ag: from The 
Sanitary Engineering entilation Co. nex eteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Gffices, &e.—[Apvr. | 


* 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 

London Gazette.—Fuivay, July 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loursp my Caancerr. 

Are.isrs Hosres pe Saint Nrooras, Linrrsp—Petn for winding up, presented July 27, 
directed to be heard on Aug 11. Digby, Bisho te st Within, solor for petners. 
— of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
of Aug 10 

Eveiivia Cyeixs Syxvicate, Liwrrsp—Peta for winding up, presented July 24, directed 
to be heard on Thursday, Aug 11, Finney & Co, Chancery lane, solors for petaing com- 


pany 

Jessur & Co, Lunrso—Creditors are required, on ar before Aug 15, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W A Schulta, 46, 
Cannon st 

Temrix Puscisuine Co, Linrrev—Creditors are required, on or before Aug ®, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of ir debts or claims, to Robert 
Smythe Hichens, 111, Buckingham Palace ni 

Traomwas Danis & Co, Linrrep—Petn fi inding up, P ted July 23, directed to be 
heard on Aug L!, Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq, solors for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Aug 10 

Unrrap Barweniss Co (Laverroot), Laurrep — Creditors are required, an or before Se 
1, to send their names and addresses, and the partioulars of their dedts or claims, to 
C Spencer, 4, Cook st, Liverpool, Brabner & Court, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 

County Panatine or Lancaster, 
Lawrrep in Cuaxerry,. 

Dave Miu.ts Co, Lanirxy—Petn for winding up, presented July 28, directed to be heart 
at the Assize Courts, Strangeways, Manchester, on Monday, Aug & at 1090. Mandings 
& Co, Manchester, ts for Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham, solers for petucr, Netige of 
appearing must re the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the erncen of Aug 6 
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Ustow Enorxeerixe Co, Lonrep—Petn for wining up, presented July 23, directed to be 
heard at the Assize Courts, Manchester, on Monday, Aug 8, at 10.30 
Griffiths & Bowden, Manchester, solors Yor petner. Notice of as must reach 

the abovenamed not later than 6 0’clock in the afternoon of Aug 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Court Usrrep Kixcpom, Ancient Order of Foresters, United Kingdom Inn, Lane Head, 
Willenhall, Stafford. July 25 


ve, Worcester. 


Frtexpiy Ustox Socrety, White Hart, Bro Jul 
of Science, Freeman 4, “Grimsby, Lincoln. 


Garussy Suipwricnts’ Friexviy Society, 
July 25 
London Gazette.—Tvsspay, Aug. 2. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x CHANCERY. 

Aurrep Betzoip & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up. 
heard on Aug 11. Smith, Nicholas House, Nicholas =. solor for petners. Notice of 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 11 
Avtomatic Scent Fountaiys Co, Luntep, or 29, ARTILLERY LANE, BisHopscaTe—Petn for 
up, presented Aug 1, directed to be heard on y, Aug 11. James, 
ity ct, Chancery lane, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 10. 


presented July 28, directed to be 





Cycromat Screw Prope.ter Co, Limirep—Creditors are requested, on or before Sept a | 


their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to 
James Rowley, 32, Craven st, Charing Cross. Spottiswoode, Craven st, solor for 


neck ned Parstixe Works, Luntrep—By an order made by Vaughan Williams, J., 
dated July 23, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the works be con- 
tinued. Plesse & Son, Old Jewry chmbrs, solors for petners 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Metrorp Friesxpiy Society, Bull Hotel, Long Melford, Suffolk. July 27 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, July 22. 
Deny, Seneee Bart.ett, Leadenhall st, East India Agent. 


Oct 1. Adams v Davis, 
. J. Nield, Monument Station bldgs 
, aaaene Oct 1. Head v Head, Chitty, J. Clarke & 


Parxer, Ropert, Southampton, W Wine Merchant. Sept 1. 
Parker, Stirling, J. Green, Southampton 
London Gazette.—Tvurspay, July 26. 
Guasson, Jauzs Lewix, Redruth, eee Fish Hawker. Sept 1. 
Kekewich, J. Jenkin, Redruth 


Haut, Jony, Greenheys, Manchester, Turf Commission Agent. 

, Manchester. "Rowley & Co, Manchester 

co, Apo.rivs OLIv ER, Glenchine, St Mary Church, Devon. Sept 1. 
Kekewich, J. Greig & Co, Verulam bidgs, Gray’s inn 





Veuve, Pommery, Fils, & Cov 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Ciarm. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 26. 
Bazroot, W11114m, Bishopstoke, Southampton, Yeoman Sept 1 


Boxp, Gzorce, Kew rd, Richmond Sept10 Robinson, Hounslow 


Bowker & Son, Win- 


Glasson v Glasson, | : ; . 
| Srapvon, Rosert, Yerbury rd, Upper Holloway, Publican Sept5 Nevill, Furnival’s inn 
Aug 26. Whitehead v | 


Harris v Harris, | 


Caper, ALEXANDER, Hereford sq, South Kensington Sept5 Kimber, Walbrook 
Cuaypen, Susannan, Gurney rd, Stratford Anug3i Baker & Nairne, Crosby sq 
Ciars, Atrrep Sypvey, Plymouth, Solieiter Augi6é Shelly & Johns, Plymouth 
Cou.seck, Henry, Barrow on Humber, Gent Sept 1 Nowell & Dix, Barton on Humber 
Crompton, Joun Bartrerssy, Bury, Chemist Aug 23 Crompton, Bury 

Bann, Tae, Chippenham, Wilts, out of business Sept1 Smith & Sons, Weston super 


are 
Davipsox, Marcanet, Chipping Sodbury, Glos July 28 Salisbury & Griffiths, Bristol 
Doxey, Davin, Matlock, Gent Augi5 Potter, Matlock Bridge 
FEATHERSTONE, EL1zaBETH Caro.Linge CHARLOTTE, Burland rd, Clapham common Aug $j 


Young & Son, St John’s hill, Clapham Junction 
Finyey,] Newcastle upon "Tyne, Clothier Oct 1 Chartres & Youll, Newcastle 


uj 
Forp, bang ats , So 2 Kensington, Barrister at law ¢ 29 Bircham 
& Co, Parliamen: y oe Wrentto ute . ate : ov 


GILEs, Rosier, St Lake's” villas, West anced Aug 31 Desborough & Co, Finsbury 
vemen' 
Gitt, James, Manchester, Earthenware Dealer Aug17 Heath & Sons, Manchester 


Guass, Mantua, Weston super Mare, Eating house Keeper Sept 1 Smith & Sons, 
‘Weston super Mare 
Hampson, Ricnarp Hamer, Didsbury, Lancaster, Gent Oct 30 Wattson, Manchester 


Hanrrvey, James, Marton, nr Blackpool, Licensed Victualler Aug 23 Crompton, Bury 
Hoac, Mary Ayn, Gt Broughton, Cleveland, York Augi7 Lowther Carrick, Stokesley 
Jay, o Yimaaan J Apaus, Lyde, nr Hereford, Farmer Sept 30 Gover & Childes, Queen st, 


eapside 
| Laxer, Caro.ine, Bruce rd, Bromley by Bow Augi18 Rumney, Basinghall st 


LeaTuey, Epwin, Leeds, Leather Merchant Sept 6 Booth & Co, Leeds 
Lovett, Samvg1, Bristol, Contractor Aug5 Sibley & Dickenson, Bristol 
Mitts, Susaynau, Buckland, Dover Sept 17 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 


| Newson, Susaynan Frances, Dunston, Lincoln Sept1 Pepper, Lincoln 
ee ~~ mec Francis, Ipswich, Gent Sept 21 Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry 
chmbrs 


| Oaxes, Sopuia Cuar.orre, Inverness ter, Hyde Park Aug 31 Desborough & Co, Fins. 


bury pymni 
Oprresuetm, Lewis, Cottage ct, Mile End Aug 20 Harris, Leadenhall st 


Rascu, Frances SurHertanp, Southampton Aug 22 Bolton & Coy, Temple grdns, 


‘emple 
Sueviceross, Jouy, Bowlee, Middleton, retired Farmer Sept 2 Chew & Co, Manchester 
me Francis, Trevennen, St Gorran, Cornwall, Esq Aug 31 Goode & Co, & 
Situ, James, Darley Dale, Derby, Nurseryman Augi15 Potter, Matlock bridge 
Sroxeman, Jonas, Plymton St Mary, Devon, Gardener Aug 31 Robinson Rodd (jun), 
East Stonehouse 
Srrovu a Horatio James, King’s Norton, Worcester, Paper Maker Aug 29 Restall, 


‘irmi 
TY Lee, Ann, Mentesiien, Bristol Sept5 Pomeroy & Tanner, Bristol 
Water, Samvet, Sheffield, Insurance Agent Sept 10 Sorby & Hall, Sheffield 


| Warxiys, Apranam, GtMalvern, Gent Sept 3 Martyn Jenkins, Malvern 
| Warts, James, Erpingham, Norfolk, Gent Sept1 Keith & Co, Norwich 


Wetsreap, CuanLes Manion, Whatlington, Sussex, Esq Sept 29 Sheppard, Battle 
Wurrrie.p, Georce, St George’s terr, Esq Aug 31 Desborough & Co, Finsbury pvmnt 








Crayxe, Wi11am, Oakham, Rutland, Pork Pie Maker Aug 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fatpary, July 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aspersox, Jous Witiiam, Kingston upon Hull, 
Kingston Hull Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

141m, Altrincham, Cheshire, General 

Manchester Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

Arxixsox, Jonys Epwarv, Bedale, — Auctioneer 
Northallerton Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

Bases, Jou i Horncastle, Farmer Lincoln Pet July 27 


oan % Go. High st, Shoreditch, Cigar Manufacturers 
Court Pet July6 Ord July 26 
Beanz, Coxzap Grorcr, Bethnal Green rd, Tubacconist 
High Court Pet July 25 Ord July 25 
Berrrox, Isaac, St George, Glos, Boot Manufacturer | 
Bristol Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
Busne..t, Jauzs, Liverpool, Stationer’s Traveller Liver- 
Pet July 26 Ord July 6 
Crarxe, Wittiam Hewxry, Chatham, Grocer 
Pet July B Ord ~~ 
Foor, Wiiiram, ~~ uthampton, Builder Southamp- 
ton Pet Jul Ord ay 27 
Feost, Samvet, yw rd, Leytonstone, Corn Dealer High | 
Court Pet July 2% Ord July 
Gusevs, Havst Extx, Southport, late Merchant Liverpool 
Pet July 8 Ord July 26 
Haxzisos, Wiiiiam Nouwwax, late Eaton ter, Pimlico, 
b+ High Court Pet July 16 Ord | 
yf ee Evwix, Canonbury #4, Islington High 
Court Pet Feb 16 OrdJuly 23 . 
Hexsixc, Fervornicxe Georce, Fareham, Hants, Grocer 
Porsnouth Pet as Ord July 2 
Horxiss, Aeruve, Leckham Bucks, Butcher Ban- 
Pet July 3 Ord uly 23 
Laws, Exess. Lion #4, Advertising Contractor High | 
Court P.t June 13 ord July 27 
Lexoier, Groroe Wriitam, idauten ter, Plaistow, 
a High Court Pet July 2 Ord | 


Grocer 


ARMSTEONG, — 
Whi 


Rochester | 


Maserizity, Srarrvozp, wo ¥~ sy Leics, Butcher 
Leicester Pet July 2% Ord Jul | 

Masos, Cocu. M, J place, Scondilly High Court | 
Pa June % Ord Jul y Zi 


McDoxary, Atrzzv, Lambeth hill, Foenge Senhent | 
Cort seed Ord July 27 
Pasture, Josrrn, 


duly B 





Hemel Hem , Herta, | 
 & Albans Pet uly 2% Ord 
| 


Rees, James, St Clears, Cone, Cabinet Maker 
Carmarthen Pet July 14 Ord Jul 
Rixcrose, Wittiam Busey, Countest horpe, Leics, Baker 
Leicester Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
Rocuz, Epwarp MEeEtvery, ~e--y Hay Dealer 
Birkenhead Pet July 14 Ord July 
Roses, NaTHAs, Se, fen i Furniture Deal er 
East Stonehouse ee Jul Ord ed 26 
Sixx, Bag: we ar Bi Haulier Birmingham 
July 27 Ord a 7 
ieomnien ARTHUR Se all Southend, Bom. bad Pro- 
P — ag eo ha, Bet _ Ry —_ on 
TEVENS, JAMES, Bi etal Broker Birmingham 
Pet July 26 Ord J 
STOCKLEY, Ane © aoe, Dorset, Grocer Poole Pet 
y 25 


July 25 Ord 
Tevstoxe, Davip Hexry, New Radnor, Saddler Leomin- 
ster Pet July 26 Ord Jul: 


y 
Tittzy, Georcz Heyry, Daventry, Northamptonshire, 
Coal Merchant Northampton Pet July 25 Ord July 25 
Watsnaw, Arruur, Dewsbury, Coal Miner Dewsbury 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
Wuirz, os zs, B 
July 25 July 


| WiLxKs, } hen Waleall, Geman Walsall Pet July 26 | 


Ord July 26 


Witiiams, Hexzy Westrwoov, Hay, co Brecon, Grocer | 


Hereford Pet July 27 Ord July 27 


The awe amended notice is substituted for tho pub- | 


ed in the London Gazette, July 12 and 22 
| Suzy bg Mazy, York pl, Bi ham st, Strand, “Widow 
High Court Pet June 13 July 7 


FIRST 34 GS. 


Avams, Wittiam, Tunstall, Staffs, Earthenware Manu- 
facturer Aug 9 at 11 30. Non Stafford Hotel, Stoke 
lA ane ye WwW Kingston = ull, Gr 
NUDEKSON OouN ILLIAM, wu u ‘ocer 
Aug 6 at 11 Off Rec, Suny Suva tate ines, 
Bene onus, Hexny, » Livery Bta! 
8 at 12.20 Young & Son, Bank Vides fan 
Bzarpmone, sues, S Kilburn, Derbyshire, Cre Maker 
Augéatil Off Rec, 8t Jomed s chmbrs, Derb 
Basens, Sraeee. Kirkbo 
11 ff Rec, 6, Queen st, 
CLARKE, Waenate Hexny, Chatham, Grocer Aug 8 at 11.20 | 
a * King’s 4, Chelece, of 
Yountsxy, Thomas, King’s of no occu tion | 
Aug f at 2.20 bidgs, ws 
Crane, Guonce Gane conist Aug 
Bat 1245 G. A. Weston, Solicitor, Kidderminster 





hton ea Leics, Farmer Leices- | 


i anager Aug | 


Yorks, gay hes 6 at | 


11 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Crows, Leg ry Cheetham, Manchester, Hat Manufac- 
} Aug 5 at 3 Ogden’ s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 
chester 


Dosovay, DaniEL WycuERLEY, Hornsey rd, vor y Sur- 
geon Aug 8 at 2.30 Bankruptey bldgs, 

Evans, Fagg id A | Glam, Jeweller pe dy 5 at 12 
Off Ree. hyr Tydfil 

GAMBLES, io nee me hey p Sameee, Dairyman 
Aug 5 at 2.30 iy Bldgs, arey st 

Gisson, a anmee © Bl ‘Northumbrid, Builder Aug 5 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Gin a, x, T, formeriy Lombard st Aug 8 at 1 Bankruptey 

arey st 

Georme Guorce, West Winch, Norfolk, Farmer Aug 18 
at 10.15 Court house, King’ sL 

Green, James, Wolverley, Worcs, er Aug 8 at 129 
G A Weston, solicitor, Kidderminster 

Hay, Witu1am aan Teviot of, Beemiey by Bow, 
Oilman at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, pc he 

Hircu, Ry ne Totton, Eling, co Southampton, 

erk in Holy Orders Aug 5 at 12 Off Rec, 4, East st, 

Southampton 

Hum, Gzorce, Colchester, Baker Aug 15 at 12.45 Town 
Hall, Colchester 


Hunt, Rosert Evwiy, sae omy? Seen rd, Bath Proprietor 
Aug 8 at 11 Bankrupt 

Jouxstoy, James, Hi " Uanchester ee Aug 5 at 
8. 


30 5 Bridge st, 

Kixc — NGELINE ab A% "of Warwick, Spinster 
Aug 17 ldgs, Carey st 

Kyieur, Eng rey at, en Town, Umbrellas 
x nufacturer Aug 6 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

| arey at 

Larepo, M, Mark lane, Merchant Aug 8 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Sony 

Luyoiey, Georoe wiuaM, Aahburton ter, Plaistow, 
Tisaber Merchant Aug 8 at 11 Bankruptey bidgs, 


‘arey 
Mansvizip, Srarvonv, Queniborough, Leics, Butcher 
‘Aug 12'at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friat lane, Leicester 
Mayers, Joux, Port Eynon, Gower, Glam, China Dealer 
Aug 6at12 Off Rec, 31, Al Alexandra rd , Bwansea 
McGuine, James Cuanutox, Liverpool, Registrar of 

Births and Deaths Augllat3 Off Rec, 35, neg ictaoia 
| wt, — - r - 
ARCUB, AMUKL, ewcastle on yne, pper Maoufi 
turer Aug 4 at 11.90 Off Kec, Pink lane, Newoaale 
on 
Nerugeses., Darius, Lowestoft, late Smackowner Aug? 
at 10.15 "Blake, South Quay, Gt Yarmouth 
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Omarpzsrox, J James, Cliviger, nr Burnley, Cotton Manu- 
facturer Aug 8 at 3 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, 
Burnley 


Payne, Anruur Gay, Hayle, Cornwall, Journalist Aug 5 
at 11 4 Off Rec, nee é a 

——- EORGE, Anstey, Leics, Cattle Dealer 9 

Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester ” 

Holly Revpen, Perry Barr, nr Bi Butcher 
Aug 8at12.15 GA Weston, * ee idderminster 

pore, Joun, Aberavon, Glam, Licensed Victualler Aug 5 

at2 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra-rd, Swansea 

Swrrn, WILLIAM, Queensberry, nr Halif: ‘ax, Omnibus Pro- 
— Aug 6 at 11 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Hali- 
lax 

awe TrayTon Epwarp, Brighton, Builder Aug 9 at 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

we, SUSANNAH Marra, Fakenham, Norfolk, Baker 
Aug 6at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Weston, Witiiz, New Evington, Leics, Greengrocer A: 
G5 ae 

Waite, Cuaries, Broug cay ‘armer 
12at3 Off Rec, 34, con Laeoie sei 

Wuirtine, StreTrie, and = Gasctens, Chetwyn' 
oy nr Le Salop, Blacksmith Aug 9 at 11.30 

artin’s pl, Stafford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aypersox, Jonn Wituiam, Kingston upon ey Grocer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet July 23 Ord Jul 

ArtincstaLt, Joun Wittiam Jasper, fanchester, 
Auctioneer Manchester Pet June27 Ord Jul 

ArmstronG, Witiiam, Altrincham, Cheshire, ial 
Whitesmith Manchester Pet July 25 Ord ‘July 27 

Arxtxson, Jonn Epwarp, Bedale, Yorks, Auctioneer Nor- 
thallerton Pet J uly 23 Ord July 25 

Batt, H, and E Batt, late Villiers rd, Willesden Green, 
Copartners High Court Pet June 8 Ord July 25 

Barker, Joun, Horncastle, Farmer Lincoln Pet’ July 27 
Ord July 27 


Brar, Conrap Grorcr, Bethnal a. rd, Tobacconist © 


h Court Pet July 25 Ord July 25 
Biackmay, J, a ent, Builder Greenwich Pet Dec 
19 Ord July 


CAMPBELL, ‘Janes rf late of Cambridge, Travelling Draper 
Cambri Pet July6 Ord Jul uly 96 o 


Cueistrz, Francis Tuomas, St John’s Hill, Clapham Junc- 
fm Auctioneer High Court Pet May 31 Ord 
y 2% 
Crarke, WituiamM Henry, ee Grocer Rochester 
Pet July 25 Ord July 
Coven, Francis Bayo Bradford, Plumber Bradford 
Pet July8 Ord Jul uly 26 
—e, ie > eenpenes Gent Canterbury Pet April 4 
Cox, Emma i Junction rd, Upper we ey late Oil 
Werchousoman High Court Pet Jun Ord 
Gane NaTHANIEL, Halifax, Builder Halifax Pet July 
15 Ord July 26 
Curtis, —. Union ct, gl ty st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet April 20 Ord 
ELLINGTON, ‘ia Town. ton a Wittram THALLoN 
Cairns, Manchester, Wholesale Furniture Dealers 
Manchester Pet June3 Ord Jul 
Forp, WiLL1AM oy oa Sake it, Painter East Stone- 
house Pet Jul: aa ig 
Frost, Saver, w rd, ronetone, Corn Dealer 
High Court Fet July 26 On 
Harpinc, Georcr, Oldham, Parmivare , we Oldham 
Pet June 7 Ord July 21 
Hay, bed 8 Fraxcis. TTeviot st, Bromley by Bow, Oil- 
man High Court Pet July 13 Ord July 2 
Hennino, Frepericx Grorcr, a Hants, Grocer 
Portsmouth Pet July 25 Ord July 25 
Homes, ——— York st, Walworth, Pantechnicon Pro- 
prietor Court al ip he Ord July 27 
Hont, Rosert tay Bethnal Green rd, Bath. Proprietor 
High Court Pet July1 Ord July 27 
Jouxston, James, Hulme, oem, Painter Man- 
r Pet July 6 Ord July 
Loup, Cuares, — Guney, “Butcher Croydon Pet 
July 4 Ord July 26 
Mansriztp, Srarrorp, Qoseiemaeh, Leics, Butcher 
Leicester Pet July 23 Ord Jul 
Maver, Gustav, Hatton Watch M Manufacturer High 
Court Pet July 11 Ord July 25 
Moraax, Arice Emmersoy, Bristol, Licensed Victualler 
Bristol Pet June 29 Ord July 27 
Motes, Grier and Bak Epwarp Ssyrn, Pembroke Dock 
Baker Pembroke Dock Pet July19 Ord 
To dad Martix, Goodrich rd, East Dulwich, Com- 
mercial Clerk High Court Pet July 20 Ord July 25 
Ontox, Tuzopore Artnur, South — Leicester, 
Leicester Pet July 18 Ord July 25 
Ray NER, Tuomas, late of Newcastle on fing Ship Re- 
pairer High Court Pet June9 Ord July 25 


Rinorose, WittiaM Burry Countesthorpe, Leics, Baker 
Leicester Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

SParnam, Arruur Wiiuiam, Southend, Essex, Cab Pro- 

prietor Chelmsford Pet July 25 Ord July 26 

Qeoomtar, AbRANAM, Kins, Dorset, Grocer Poole Pet 
July 25 Ord July 25 

Tevstonr, Davip Henny, New Radnor, Saddler Leomin- 
ster Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

Titury, Gronce Hsnry, Daventry, Northampt:nshire, 
Coal Merchant Northampton Pet July 25 Ord July 


Turwer, Wittiam Luoyp, Handsworth, Staffs, late Far- 
Ww mer waminghom Pet July 12 Ord July 26 
“a Sara oe tan Astley, Leics, Farmer Leices- 


Ww rd July 25 
moe, enue Gt ae st, gant. Jeweller 
High Court Pet July1 Ord July 25 


Witame, Hexry Weatwoop, Ha » 00 Brecon, Grocer 
Hereford Pet July 27 Ord July 7 


Wooprnour K, Roses Gronar, + Ironmonger 


Pet May 21 Ord June i 





London Gazette—Turspay, Aug 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Crick, Arrnur, Salisb Tobacconist Salisbury Pet 
July 29 Ord July 29.” 


y 
Eavvt ee Henry, My Colliery Proprietor Wigan 
Pe July19 OrdJays - —_ 
powky Whitesmith St Albans Pet 


Fenton, — hae Bg Tenens Grocer Bradford Pet 
July Ord Jul 


ly 29 

eon aa Sussex. Builder Tun- 

bridge Wells. Pet so 19 Ord July 29 

Harris, James, Fordingbri eereen, Shoemaker 
Salisbury Pet July 29 July 29 

—— Watrer, Frome, Somerset, Auctioneer Frome 


July 28 Ord July 28 
Kyort, Luxe, Long A nr Stockton on Tees, 
Blacksmith on Tees Pet July 28 Ord 


July 28 

Lea, Samvet, late of Sandbach, Cheshire, Beerhouse 
— yt by he 

RNEST, i ourn or Not- 
Pet July 28 Ord July 3. 

Lucas, he Cannon, Cardiff, Cooper Cardiff Pet 
July Ord July 27 


Meonar’ aang wg el Draper Merth 
Pet July 25 Ord J — “i — 

Parry, Rosert =< ester, Ironfounder Chester Pet 
July 28 Ord July 

Pascor, WILiiaM Howey (sen), Francis Henry Pascor, 
and Wiiitam Henry Pascor (jun), Bristol, Merchant 
Tailors Bristol Pet July 28 Ord July 28 

Prew, Heyry, Tewkesbury, Farmer Cheltenham Pet 
July 27 Ord Ji seen 

Rosrnson, SAMUEL, le, Suffolk, Miller Ipswich 
Pet July 27 Ord Jul 

Rocers, JOsEPH Guseee, Tandport, Builder Portsmouth 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Rounp, Water J, Stoke upon Trent, Music Dealer Stoke 
upon Trent Pet July 16 Ord July 27 

Sapswortna, G L, Trafalgar rd, Old Kent rd, Boot Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet July2 Ord July 28 

SHAKEL, ppaeeaten, Ge. St. Quintin avenue, North Kensing- 
aly 28 Musical Artist High Court Pet June 24 Ord 

aunt Hexns Bournemouth, Coach Smith Poole Pet 
July 27 Ord July 27 

Wom, hey (jun), chester, Auctioneer Manchester 

Pet July 29 Ord July 29 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER. 
Deax, Frepertck Wituiiam, High st, Peckham, om, Rape 
Manager High Court Rec Ord Junes Rese July 18 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apams, James, bg rocer Aug 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
36, Prin 


Leavis 


ces st, Ipswii 
ARTINGSTALL, Joun Wi Sens Jasper, Manchester, Auc- 
tioneer Aug 10 at 2.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 


Manchester 

E Barucu ~ Co, High st, ae my Cigar asec 
Aug 9 af _ wong 

Bear, NRAD —_- Bethnal » Tobacconist 
Aug 9 at 1 Carey st 

Beavan, Jouy, Ellora iy! Stresthoen uilder Aug 9 at 
11.30 24, Railwa: , London bridge 

Brennan, + ones m, ” Grocer Aug 10 at 3 Off 

bert rd, iddlesborough 


Brittox, Led St George, Glos, Boot Manufacturer Aug 
15at1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Buse, James, Livi Stationers’ Traveller Aug 11 
at 2.30 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

eo y, ist Aug ll at 3 Off 

, Salis! 

Davirs. | ed Liantrissant, Glam, Boot Dealer Aug 
ll at 12 Off Rec, Merthyr arf 2 

Derey, James, Brockley, Kent, ilder Aug 10 at 11.30 
24. Railway app. London bridge 

Foor, Witi1aM, gy ee, Builder Aug 10 
at 12 Off Rec, 4 5, te ampton 

Frost, Samuri, Harrow mstone, Corn Dealer 
Aug 9 at 12 B.-A, bldgs, Carey st 

Gascornr, Epwarp Stantey, Fleet st, oe Sane Aug 10 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bl 

Harris, James, Fording bridge, co _ ES Shoe- 
maker Aug 11 atl Off Rec, Salisbury 

Haren, Joun, ver st, Piccadilly, Hotel Proprietor Aug 
10 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hawkesrorp, Jone a and Atrrep Hawkesrorp, 
Birmingham, Ti plate Workers Aug Tl at ll 23, 
Colmore row, Birn 

Hawkesrorp, ALFRED 7 estate), Balsall heath, 
= Tinplate Worker Aug 11 at 11 23, Colmore 


irmingham 
Baunsunian Joun Tinian Wate A estate), Balsall heath 
Birmingham. Aug llatil 23, Col- 


Henwoop, Henry inehem am, Coal Merchant 
11 at 12 23, Colmore irmingham 
Mare, Goal Dealer’ Aug 12 at 12 





more row, Birmingham 


Rosinsoy, Wituramu J. 'N Commission 
Agent Aug Att oi $0 Cecate count aaa, Northamp- 
Roors, Gzorce, Bird in Hand ct, Cheapside Aug 12 at 2.30 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Scruton, Seven, Royds, Leeds, Agent Aug il 


Seaman, Hear, Spero sore Minories, Carman Aug 
Sooeeees, one Klason. Donel, 6 Grocer Aug 10 at 
Tes Guaieteaieing” we Ane 
Turner, W: yD, Handsworth, Staffs, late Farmer 

Aug 12 at 11 2, Colinare row, Birmingham 


Wace, Frepericx Henry, Reading, 
Off Rec, 95, Tem; chmbrs, Temple aveuue 

Wiener, Ienativ Newport st, Jeweller Aug 10 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Cuatmers, Apam, and Wiii1aM .-¥= Dvuecay, Birken- 

head, Birkenhead Pet June 13 on ri July 35 
Corris, Ricnarp, Rock Birkenhead, Pl 

kenhead Pet June 30 July 28 : 
Crick, Artuur, Salisbury, Tobacconist Salisbury Pet 


Pet May 24 Ord J 
Fenton, Joun Let Bendford, Grocer Bradford Pet 
July 20 Ord July 29 
Guyx, WiLui1aM —— Butt, eahead Foe May 7 eshire, Clerk in 
Holy Orders iiay? Ord Jl Ord July 38 28 
Hampton, lnm 
Pet Say 21 =e onl ry 23 
Somerset, Auctioneer Frome 
"Ord July 28 


Kyort, tn ag ieonten, oF Stockton on T + pe 
ith Stockton. on Tees’ Be Pet July 28 Ord July 28 
Mark lane, Merchant High Court Pet June 
July 28 
aan SaMvuEL, late of Beerhouse Keeper 
Macclesfi 


Cheshire, 
eld .- July 28 oS July 28 
nome, F Journeyman Tailor Not- 
gu EB, 2 Ord oe e 23 
Popszvs, Sous F, Rotherhithe, Merchant High 
Co Pet July 1 Ord 3 Jul 
ieee Hewry, Tewkesbury, _ + Cheltenham Pet 
Ord July 27 
Maker 


Regs, ae St Clears, Carmarthenshire, 
Carmarthen Pet July 14 Ord July 26 

Raopes, Witi14m, Tintwistle, Cheshire, Butcher Ashton 
under L; and Stalybridge Pet June 24 Ord July 29 

Rosson, Samus, Botesdale, Suffolk, Miller Ipswich 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

ae = - Joszerx Grorce, Landport, Builder Portsmouth 


July 27 Ord July 27 
—, ae th, Coach Smith Poole Pet 
Ord July 27 
Tv a , tnd West Bromwich, Corn Factor 
We Pet July 13 Ord July 26 
Woop, Isaac, jun, Manchester, Auctioneer Manchester 
Pet July 29 Ord July 29 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Mitsayx, W H V, New Bond st High Court Adjud July 
22,1891 Annul July 28 


Harrop, a 
et Jul: 

smi 

— 


Leave 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


8.—Messrs. Dniver & Co., at the Mart, E.C., 
pti gy Beng Residential "Property (see ~ = Ag 
uly 23, p. 673). 


Aug. 9.—Messrs. Beuton & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 
1.30 o'clock, Freehold Ground-Rent (see advertisement, 
July 23, p. 674). 

Aug. 10.—Messrs. ——o ~— & Grieert, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Ground-Rents (see advertise- 
ment, July 23, p. 673). 


Aap, 0 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which tn- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, Double Num- 
bers, and Postage, 53s. WEEKLY REPORTER, 
in wrapper, 53s. Sotcrrors’ JOURNAL, 





22, 

Masox, Crem M, Plocadilly pl, Piccadilly Aug 10 at 2.30 
Bankruptey bI 

Panes Soaeer Owen, Chester, Iron Founder Aug 10 at 

ff Rec, Chester 

wee Wass Henny, the elder, Francis Hxyny Pas- 
cox, and Wruuiam Henry Pascor, the younger, Bris- 
tol, Merchant Tailors Aug 15 at 3 Off Reo, Bank 


chmbra, Corn ; 
Ruopes, W11.114M, Tintwistle, Cheshire, Butcher Aug 10 at 
Bridge st, Manchester 


8 jen’s 
Rivxerose, Wriuiam Buriey, Countesth Leies, Baker 
Aug llatll Off Friar i! #icester 


Rossy, Wituiam, Knight's Hill rd, West Norwood, Coal 

erchant Aug 11 at 2.90 es ara bidys, Carey st 

Ronixson, ao Botesdale, 5 ier Aug 9 at 
12.15 Off Reo,’ 86, Princes ty Tpawish 








26s, Gd. ; by Post, 28s. Gd. Volumes bound 
at the ofice—cloth, 2s. 9d. half law calf, 
5s. 6d. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, i is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 
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ONDON and COUNTY BANKING 
COMPANY (Limited). 


Established in 1836, and registered in 1880 under ‘‘ The 
Companies Acts, 1862 to 1879.” 


Capital, £8,000,000, in 100,000 Shares of £80 each. 


REPORT adopted at the Half-Yearly General Meeting, 
the 4th August, 1892. 


The Directors, in submitting to the Proprietoms the 
Balance-sheet for the half-year ending 30th June last, 
have to report that, after paying interest to customers and 
all charges, making provision for bad and doubtful debts, 
allowing £35,862 15s. 10d. for rebate on bills not due, and 
transferring £20,000 in reduction of premises account, the 
net profits amount to £182,943 18s. 2d. This sum, added to 
£81,459 16s. 0d., the balance brought forward from last 
account, produces a total of £264,403 14s. 2d. 

The Directors have declared an Interim Dividend for the 
half-year of 10 per cent., which will require £200,000, leaving 
the sum of £64,403 14s. 2d. to be carried to the Profit and 
Loss New Account. 

The Dividend, £2 per share, free of Income Tax, will be 
payable at the Head Office, or at any of the Branches, on 
or after Monday, 15th August. 


Bataxce Sueet or THE Loxpox axp County Bawyxixe 
Cowpasy (Lonrep), 30TH Juve, 1892. 
Dr. £ s. d. £ s. d. 
To Capital subscribed, 
£8,000,000 paid up £2,000,000 0 0 
To Reserve Fund 1,000,000 0 0 
To Due by the Bank on 
Current Accounts, on 
Deposit Accounts, with 
Interest accrued, Circular 
Notes, &c. 
To Liabilities on Accept- 
ances, covered by Cash 
or Securities or Bankers’ 


Guarantees .. 

To Rebate on Bills not due 
carried to next Account 

To Profit and Loss Balance 
brought from last Account 

To Net Profit for the Half- 
year, after making provi- 
sion for bad and doubtful 
debts, and transferring 
£20,000 to Premises Ac- 
count . 182, 943 18 2 


34,866,856 0 8 


2,939,111 4 11 
35,862 15 10 


81,459 16 0 


win 264,403 14 2 


N.B.—The Baring Guarantee of £750,000 
is not included in the above liabilities. 
£41,156,233 15 7 
Cr. £ s. d. £ s. d. 
By Cash at the Head Office 
and Branches, and with 
Bank of England 
By Loans at Call and at 
Notice, covered by Se- 
eurities 270,587 8 10 


4,346,602 311 


anne 7,097,189 12 9 
Investments, viz. 

By Consols (23 per Cent. ) 
‘Yegistered and in Certifi- 
cates, and New 2} per 
Cents. {£5,906,9917s.11d. 
Canada 4 per Cent. 
Bonds, Egyptian 3 per 
oy a 

4 per Cent. Bonds Guar- 
auteed by the British 
Government 

By India Government Stock 
and Debentures, and 
India Government Guar- 


nN 


6,441,409 


Debenture Bonds, English 
Railway Debenture Stock 
and Colonial Bonds 

By Other Securities 


116861 9 4 
12,732 11 & 
£57800 4 8 


By Discounted Bills Cur- 
rent 


By Advances to Custumers 
at the Head Office and 
Branches 


12,700,778 4 2 


9,763,216 10 0 
22,773,004 14 2 
By Liabilities of Customers 


for Ba ani by the 
AILS y 2,909,111 4 11 


Fixtures and Fitting» WAST 19 1 
By Lew Amount trans 

ferred from Profit and 

BEDE aisnevniiiedaies DI 0 O 


VEST 9 1 


HAL14,2535 15 7 


Peortt azo Lowes Accoust. 

Dr. £ a. a 

To Iuterett paid to Customers 648 G& 6 
To Balarics and all “her Expenses at Head 
Office and Branches, iueluding Income 

Tax om Profits and Ralariee 216A 18 1 


To Tramderre] to the crolit of Premises 
Acovumt .. 


wsp 0 6 








| moderate. Prospectus fee. 


To ee on Bills not due, carried to New 
ad tesa ae _ eae rerentenen 

for the Half-year ee £200,000 0 0 
To Balance carried forward 64,403 14 2 


35,862 15 10 





264,403 14 2 
£612,808 13 7 
Cr So 4. 
By Balance brought forward from last Ac- 
‘count = 81,459 16 0 


By Gross Profit for ‘the ‘Half-year, after 
‘making provision for bad and doubtful 
debts, and including rebate, £50,682 7s. 7d. 
brought from 31st December last 






531,348 17 7 


£612,808 13 7 
Examined and audited by us, —— 
Signed) FRED. FRANCIS, ) Audit 

W. H. STONE, » Committee. 
J.D. THOMSON, J of Directors 
W. HOWARD, ) Joint 
JAS. GRAY, General 
J. B. JAMES, Managers. 
JAS. GRAY, Chief Accountant. 

London and County Banking Company (Limited), 
15th July, 1892. 

We have examined the foregoing Balance-sheet, and 
Profit and Loss Account, have verified the Cash Balance at 
the Bank of England, the Stocks there registered, and the 
other investments of the Bank. We have also examined 
the several Books and Vouchers showing the Cash Balances, 
Bills, and other amounts set forth, the whole of which are 
correctly stated ; and we are of opinion this Balance-sheet 
and Profit and Loss Account are full and fair, properly 
drawn up, and exhibit a true and correct view of the Com- 
pany’s affairs as shown by the books of the company. 


(Signed) HY. GRANT, ) 
ENRY GUNN, $ Auditors. 
. NORMAN, ° J 


London and County sisieane C ‘ompany Limited ° 
2ist July, 1892. 


| ONDON and COUNTY BANKING 
4 COMPANY (Limited).—Notice is hereby given, that 
a DIVIDEND on the capital of the Company at the rate of 
10 per cent. for the half-year ending 30th June, 1892, 
will be PAYABLE to the Proprietors, either at the Head 
een 21, Lombard-street, or at any of the Company’s 
branches, on or after Monday, the 15th inst. By order of 
the Board, 


W. HOWARD, Joint 
JAS. GRAY, General 
J.B. JAMES, ) Managers. 


21, Lombard-street, 5th August, 1892. 
INSURANCE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 
Law Covrets Brancn 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C., 
A. W. COUSINS, 
( (FIRE) District Manager. 
SUM INSURED in 1891, £373,700,000 
JYEVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 
in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other 
Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans o1 
Annuities thereon granted, by the EQU ITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 
= Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capita- 
ize 
F. 8. CLAYTON,;} Joint 
C. H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries. 
Adelaide-place, London ‘Bridge, EC, 
Directons : 
Hexey WaLpemar <i z, J.P., Chairman. 
Mazx H. Juvez, A.B.LB 
Miss Bivper. 
Agsruur Cones, Q.C. 


¥. H. A. Hanvcastie, F.8,1. 
Miss Ozur. 


Shares £10, interest 5 per cent. 

Deposits received at 4 per cent. 

Withdrawals (shares or deposit) at short notice. 

Advances promptly made on freehold or leasehold pro- 
| pert y. Scale of repayments, legal and survey charges, very 


FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 


gue IMPERIAL oysveance 


uoarep, FIRE. 
Established 1903. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £400,000, 
Total Funds over £1,600,000. 

EK. COZENS SMITH, 


COMPANY 


HE NATIONAL PROVINCIAL TRU§- 
TEES and ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED, 
Is prepared to MAKE ADVANCES on approved security, 
to receive MONEY on DEPOSIT upon favourable terms, to 
GUARANTEE TRADE ACCEPTANCES, to PURCHASE 
ASSETS, to act as TRUSTEE for DEBENTURE. 
HOLDERS, and to undertake the ISSUE of DEBEN. 
TURES and SHARES in sound Industrial Companies. 
GEO. W. SCHOENFELD, Manager, 
Offices : 70, Queen-street, Cheapside, London, E.C. 
Telegraphic Address : ‘‘ Outskirts, London,” 
Telephone No. 15,049. 





SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1892. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
L FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, "and other Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 


Tuesday, Aug. 9 Tuesday, Oct. 4 Tuesday, Nov. 15 
Tuesday, Aug. 16 | Tuesday, Oct. 18 Tuesday, Dec. 6 
Tuesday, Aug. 23 | Tuesday, Nov.1 | 


Auctions can also be held on other days, in town or 
country, by arrangement. Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 
Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes, of rniture, Pictures, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. Detailed Lists of In- 
vestments, Estates, Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, 
and Business Premises to be Let or Sold by private contract 
are published on the 1st of each month, and can be obtained 
of Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, 
Estate Agents, Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, 
veanianten E.C. sien desi No. 1,503. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 

FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and ma re 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, C heapside, £.C. 
or will be sent by post in return for two stamps. —Particu- 
lars for insertion should be received not later than four 
cage grovions tot previous to the =— of the preceding month. 


M2828. ‘ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 


AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 
Rost. W. Mayy, F.S8.I., Tuomas R. Ransom, F.8.1, 
J. Bacsnaw Mayy, F.S8.1., W. H. Many), 

12, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
32, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 8.W. 


M ESSES. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 

street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-End 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion. 





\ ARLBOROUGH STREET.—To Solici- 
4 tors.—First Floor of Four handsome Rooms, just 
newly decorated; splendid light and every convenience; 
rent, £120.—Apply t'ance, Tatsor, & Co., 16, Argyll 
street, Oxford-circus. 


T TO ‘4 
‘CHORNE COLLEGE, near WINSLOW. 
—An economical and efficient Private School on 
aes. school lines, under wardenship of Vicar. Over 50 
sons of Clergy, Army Men, Medical Men, &c., have been 
educated here. Thirty guineas per annum for boys enter 
ing under 14.—Address Rev. Dr. Jamuxs. 


AW PRACTICE WANTED.—To retiring 

4 Practitioners and Executors.—Wanted to Purchase 

good London Practice by payment of a lump sum down or 

of an annuity or of a share for a term of years; liberal 

terms offered for a sound concern.—Apply in the first 

instance to Epwarp Farares, Legal Auditor, 86 and 87, 
Temple-chambers, Templo-evenue, E.C. 


GRICULTURAL COLLEGE, Aspatria, 
L Science with Practice. ‘Thorough training in 
branches of agriculture for farmers, land agents, colonists; 
six farms, dairy school, &e. ; six €oyal Scholarships out ¢ 
= gained last year.—Apply to the Principal, Dr. H.d 
KBB. 


FORTNIGHTLY YACHTING CRUISES TO THE 
FINEST 


TORWEGIAN ?>JORDS 
4 In the Atlantic Liner 
CITY OF RICHMOND. 
Leave LONDON August 27th. 
» NEWCASTLE August 13th. 

Fares from 12 to 18 Guineas (according to position 
state-room), including first class Knyglish cuisine. 
berths are rapidly filling up for all the cruises, Apply @ 

BORRIES, CRAIG, & CO., Neweastle-on-Tyne 





General Manager. 








T 


R 


hi 


di 





